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1.0 Introduction 
The objective of this report is to identify best management practices in the use of a collaborative, 
community-based approach to create more green spaces in a residential neighborhood of San José. This 
first chapter will discuss the background behind key elements of brownfield redevelopments and the 
chosen study area, followed with topic of study, the relevance of place-making in the brownfield 
redevelopment process, hypothesized outcome, and research methods.  
1.1 Background 
Prior to 1950, San José was a small farming community consisting of several orchards and an urban 
downtown area. In the 1960s and 1970s, San José was one of the fastest growing cities in the United 
States, reaching a population of 945,942 people in the city limits by 2012 (City of San José, Planning 
Department 2011, 38; MTC and ABAG 2012; U.S. Census Bureau, San José 2012). During this time of 
phenomenal growth, many families were moving out of the urban city centers into the suburbs. As a 
result, many businesses relocated to the suburbs, leaving the buildings they once occupied vacant and 
unused. These neglected lots [considered brownfields] represent a “mounting debt of socioeconomic 
inequalities, environmental degradation, and waste” (Bourne 1991, 186). San José was no exception to the 
effects of suburban sprawl; the city now encompasses 176 square miles and has approximately 5,358 
people per square mile.  
There are many definitions of brownfields. In general, a brownfield is an underutilized, abandoned, and 
(at times) contaminated lot (Adams, De Sousa, and Tiesdell 2010, 81; Schadler et al. 2011, 827). 
Brownfields come in many different parcel sizes and many have minimal to no levels of known or 
suspected contamination (McCarthy 2002, 287). Brownfields are not always the result of past industrial 
uses either, as brownfields can be created from environmental releases at dry cleaners or gas stations 
(Page and Berger 2006, 552). There is growing interest in redeveloping abandoned lots into a beneficial 
use to the community, particularly distressed communities where brownfields are typically located, in part 
to transform and revitalize the neighborhood (Hersh et al. 2010, 23; Swickard 2008, 125).  
In the past, brownfield redevelopment projects were undertaken by local redevelopment agencies. In fact, 
the purpose of redevelopment agencies was to “improve the quality of life for all who live, work, and play 
in the city by creating jobs, developing affordable housing, strengthening neighborhoods, and building 
public facilities” (City of San José, Redevelopment Agency 2012). The benefits of redevelopment 
projects can include job creation, affordable housing opportunities, crime reduction, infrastructure 
improvements, and cleanup of contaminated lots.  
Beginning on February 1, 2012, Governor Jerry Brown dissolved all redevelopment agencies in 
California, according to AB 1X 26, in effort to balance the state budget deficit. With redevelopment 
agencies dissolved, grassroots organizations can step forward and undertake smaller redevelopment 
projects using place-making to identify the best use for sites too small or awkward to be converted into 
typical redevelopment projects. Place-making is defined as a “collective process of space arrangement 
with the aim to advance usage and living quality of a space and to appropriate the space [within the 
existing infrastructure] in a socioeconomic way” (Franz, Güles, and Prey 2008, 323). Place-making is a 
foundational part for creating and enhancing social capital, which was defined early on as “those tangible 
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substances [that] count for most in the daily lives of people” (Hanifan 1916, 130). The purpose of this 
research is to explore the conversion of brownfields into urban green spaces, mainly through a 
collaborative approach involving both the city and grassroots organizations using this idea of place-
making. The specific area of interest to identify areas in need of improvement and create alternative green 
space opportunities is the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood (Spartan-Keyes) of San José.  
1.2 Topic of Study  
How can a collaborative partnership between the City of San José and the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood 
address concerns of insufficient social capital and a lack of green space through place-making 
development strategies?  
Spartan-Keyes was chosen in part because of its proximity to the downtown area as well as San José State 
University’s South Campus. Spartan-Keyes was also chosen because of the prevalence of vacant parcels 
and brownfields throughout the neighborhood. This neighborhood is a blend of fragmented residential 
areas interspersed with commercial, industrial, and publicly-zoned areas. It is bounded by Interstate 280 
to the north, Alma Avenue and Hollywood Avenue to the south, South 1
st
 Street/Monterey Road to the 
west, and Senter Road to the east. Figure 1 shows the Spartan-Keyes Planning Area, outlined in blue, as 
prepared in the 2008 Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment.  
 
Figure 1. Spartan-Keyes Planning Area Map 
(Source: City of San José 2008, 20) 
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1.3 Place-Making and Brownfields 
There is a lot of research available for converting brownfields into green spaces. However, much of the 
literature is focused on projects in Canada and Europe. For those studies conducted in the United States 
that do focus on brownfield redevelopment, much of the literature focuses on landscape architecture (De 
Sousa 2003, 184). What sets this research project apart is it will explore the social affects that spill over to 
residents living adjacent to brownfields that are being converted into a space that the community can 
potentially use. While the economic and environmental effects of brownfield redevelopment projects are 
more tangible – increased property values, increased tax base on new mixed-use developments, clean soil 
– the social opportunities for residents living adjacent to redeveloped brownfields is not directly 
measurable. For this reason, this research will explore the social opportunities that are created and/or 
enhanced as a result of converting brownfields into green spaces.  
As mentioned above, place-making is a collective approach to identify and appropriate sites in the urban 
network to enhance the local community’s quality of life and create distinctive, unique neighborhoods 
that are an attractive place people want to visit. Place-making is a tool that can unite people of different 
backgrounds and create a small, interconnected community in the midst of a fragmented urban network 
(Franz, Güles, and Prey 2008, 316). This is particularly important because Spartan-Keyes is rather 
disconnected as a result of industrial and commercial corridors and privately-owned, undeveloped land 
along an old rail line that split the neighborhood. 
Place-making in Spartan-Keyes can identify opportunities to convert inefficient, unused, or vacant land 
into urban green spaces. Brownfields come in all shapes and sizes. Those that are just too small to 
redevelop into a mixed-use development are generally not economically feasible. It is these small, 
inaccessible brownfields that can be converted into green spaces. Green space is not limited to parks; 
rather green space can be parkettes, historic conservation lands, pathways for walking, a corridor of trees 
along a street or sidewalk, or community gardens (De Sousa 2003, 184; Burrage 2011, 168). Regardless 
of the type of green space, “the creation of green spaces in the form of parks, open space, and community 
gardens improves the appearance and overall neighborhood quality of life” (Swickard 2008, 126).     
Brownfields are typically located in lower-income, minority neighborhoods. Research shows that 
residents living in these neighborhoods feel disenfranchised, without a voice, and exhibiting a lower 
perceived quality of life than median-income residents living in more established areas. However, place-
making to identify potentially unused or inefficiently used spaces and redevelopment of these spaces into 
urban green spaces can remedy these disillusioned feelings. As a result, planning officials should be 
interested in place-making and creation of more urban green spaces. Many community services and 
programs (such as adult and youth workshops) are being eliminated because of local budget cuts, hurting 
the community that benefitted from these programs. For example, San José has several community 
centers and libraries spread throughout the city; due to budget cuts, San José has been forced to limit 
hours of operation for community centers and libraries, and in rare cases, shut down library operations. 
As a city planner faced with budget cuts, more creative options of providing services to the community, 
particularly lower-income and minority residents, is needed. That is where this two-fold approach of 
cleaning up and revitalizing brownfields into green space is appropriate. The literature shows that 
successful green space projects can provide a place of gathering and socializing, which in turn builds 
natural community networks for green space users (Burrage 2011, 17; De Sousa 2006, 593). Since many 
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brownfields are located in lower-income, minority neighborhoods, green spaces can oftentimes fix the 
dilemma of budget cuts to more traditional community service programs such as after-school programs or 
library programs that many lower-income families may rely on.    
Furthermore, many cities are currently trying to integrate sustainable development practices in city or 
general plans, specific plans, or neighborhood plans. Place-making is one type of sustainable development 
practice that aims to create attractive spaces in the built environment based on the needs of the 
community. In addition, many city planners are continuously looking to enhance the character and 
identity of their city, which also enhances quality of life for the community (Baycan-Levent, Vreeker, and 
Nijkamp 2009, 199; De Sousa 2006, 596). Green spaces and green corridors can connect fragmented 
neighborhoods, bring aesthetic appeal to areas riddled with houses, and attract people. According to De 
Sousa, “people choose to live and businesses choose to invest in attractive communities that are perceived 
to have a high quality of life” (De Sousa 2006, 597). In creating several small green spaces throughout the 
built environment, planners can enhance the identity of a given neighborhood or city and ultimately the 
city’s overall attractiveness. While this may require a more broad approach to community revitalization 
and land use patterns (by converting incompatible zoning designations to accommodate for open or green 
space), in the end, these revitalized neighborhoods can bring more residents, jobs, and tax benefits. 
Lastly, this research is particularly useful to city planners because it will attempt to explore place-making 
and green space creation using a collaborative partnership between the community and city.  
1.4 Hypothesized Outcome  
The City of San José and the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood can address concerns of social capital and lack 
of green space by selecting and converting brownfield sites that are too small or awkwardly shaped for 
mixed-use developments into green spaces that can serve the residents. In doing so, residents of Spartan-
Keyes can potentially exhibit increased morale, social interaction, social engagement, and ultimately 
social capital.  
Place-making creates connections in under-served neighborhoods, thus creating increased social capital. 
According to De Sousa, new green space projects are “’important connecting places,’ connecting people 
with each other, connecting locations and connecting people to their natural environment” (De Sousa 
2006, 596). Place-making is largely built on the premise of community engagement and interaction with 
one another, government officials, and community leaders. The more engaged a community is in the 
redevelopment process; the more likely the space will be designed to meet the needs of the people 
residing in the immediate area. With this approach, engaged residents will exhibit more pride in the space 
and will continue to visit this space long after its completion (Swickard 2009, 126). Community 
engagement allows residents to perceive a sense of accomplishment and pride in their contributions. In 
addition, place-making can potentially identify sites that will connect two fragmented neighborhoods 
together, such as converting an abandoned rail line and property into a greenway or trail. To emphasize 
De Sousa’s last point, more green spaces in the urban environment will provide alternative options for 
residents to partake in physical and/or relaxation activities, social/community interaction with neighbors, 
or to enjoy the natural (and at times scenic) beauty. Several studies, in addition to De Sousa’s work, show 
that the more social integration and interaction among community members during a redevelopment 
project, the more social capital the individual and community develops (Burrage 2011, 173; Hutchinson 
2004, 170).  
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By creating more green spaces throughout Spartan-Keyes, residents will exhibit improved morale and 
health conditions (De Sousa 2006, 596). In a study that measured public health implications as a result of 
a researcher’s weekly visits and distance to a green space, the results indicate that the more often residents 
visit a green space, the less stress they perceive. The greater the distance they are from a green space, the 
more they are stressed (Stigsdotter et al. 2010, 415; van den Berg et al. 2010, 1203). According to this 
study, the health implications of inaccessible green spaces are evident (be it distance, lack of spaces, or 
user frequency). On the contrary, place-making and green space creation in a distressed neighborhood 
lends itself to several social health benefits for residents, including: a place for relaxation, a place for 
physical exercise, a place of aesthetic/visual appeal, and a place to converse (Stigsdotter, et al 2010, 414; 
Chiesura 2004, 130; Baycan-Levent, Vreeker, and Nijkamp 2009, 195). All of these benefits can reduce 
stress and feelings of disempowerment, leading to improved morale and mental health. Green space 
projects in distressed neighborhoods have significant (positive) morale and public and mental health 
implications, which ultimately can increase an individual and community’s perceived social capital.  
Without a partnership between San José and the community, the conversion of brownfields into green 
spaces is not feasible. The community will potentially encounter issues of ownership and/or liability 
during the site identification process. With a partnership, the City of San José can assist the community in 
moving beyond the ownership and liability issues. For example, Dixon states that the success of a 
particular redevelopment project in Pittsburgh was due to local government intervention when the private 
sector and market failed. In another situation, Boston’s local government deeded several vacant lots they 
acquired from tax delinquency to a community organization (Dixon 2001, 12). The city has the power to 
help community organizations appropriate sites and handle the legality of such appropriation. Local 
community organizations will likely need assistance from the local government to identify potential 
funding alternatives, anticipate and react as potential problems arise, and assist with technical aspects of 
cleanup and redevelopment efforts (Hersh et al. 2011, 61).  
On the other hand, positive social capital is highly desirable by many government agencies, yet these 
officials are often disconnected from what residents really need. Community organizations often have a 
direct, professional yet personal connection with residents living in their service area. Brownfield 
redevelopment projects become “a process of community-asset building that contributes to the restoration 
of the physical and social fabric of neighborhoods and the re-creation of vibrant, livable communities” 
(Dixon 2001, 1). With a partnership between the City of San José and the local community, both can 
transform and revitalize blighted, vacant lots into attractive places for people to visit. As a result, city 
officials can potentially create “great spaces” and “complete neighborhoods” as identified in the Envision 
San José 2040 General Plan. By creating green spaces on vacant, underutilized lots, the City of San José 
and the community can foster increased social interaction and ultimately increased social capital. By 
fostering increased social capital among residents in underserved neighborhoods, the City of San José can 
create great spaces for residents and visitors to visit and complete neighborhoods that potentially enhance 
the overall quality of life.  
1.5 Research Methods 
In an effort to answer the study question, three particular methods will be used. The first is a 
comprehensive review of pertinent scholarly literature on brownfield redevelopment, community-based 
initiatives for redevelopment, and planning for green space creation. Data gathered will be used to 
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highlight opportunities and challenges of brownfield redevelopment, best management practices (where 
available) for cities, and different techniques used for community-based planning initiatives. The primary 
purpose of the literature review in answering the research question is to analyze the socioeconomic 
benefits through place-making in neighborhoods experiencing blight, as well as analyze the different 
approaches of brownfield redevelopment projects (particularly the relationship between city and 
community). 
The second method used is a case review of city planning policies for San José and three comparable 
cities, looking at general plans or the equivalent and municipal codes. The cities selected to compare 
against San José were chosen because they are large metropolitan cities that, according to literature, are 
effectively converting brownfields into open and green spaces. Data collected will be used to provide the 
basic framework of each city’s current visions or plans for redeveloping brownfields, as well as each 
city’s vision on creating new green spaces. Planning policies and regulations for the select cities will be 
plotted on a comparison matrix. Although the socioeconomic benefits are of particular interest for the 
purposes of the comparison matrix, planning policies and regulations will also be evaluated in terms of 
opportunities and limitations, as well as allowable green space uses in the different zoning designations. 
This comparison matrix will specifically answer what San José as a city can do in terms of policies and 
regulations to assist the place-making process of siting potential locations for new green spaces. 
The last method in this study is to interview key community leaders and planning officials of the chosen 
cities. Data collected will be used to gather more information on the challenges of converting abandoned 
lots into green spaces, as well as the impacts as a result of green space creation. Information gathered 
from interviews will primarily be used to guide the discussion of best practices that community 
organizations and cities can use to create a successful partnership.  
1.6 Overview of Report 
The next chapter of the report details the main themes and debates derived from the literature review in 
order to explore other relevant projects undertaken by experts in the field and synthesize key themes 
derived in their research, as well as discuss potential limitations that exist in this field of research. 
Following the second chapter, Chapter Three will detail a case review of city planning policies and 
regulations for San José as it compares to three select cities of comparable progressive green space 
regulations. Chapter Four will describe interview methodology and an analysis of interviews. Lastly, the 
Fifth Chapter will present findings and recommendations derived from the literature review, case review 
of planning policies, and interviews.   
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2.0 Opportunities for Brownfield Redevelopment to Improve Well-
Being, Social Networks, and the Streetscape 
This chapter is intended to provide a general framework of the current literature available on brownfield 
cleanup and redevelopment projects and the social opportunities that arise from the creation of green 
spaces as it pertains to the topic of study. There are three themes gathered from the review: the first looks 
to explore the relationship of green spaces and feelings of rejuvenation, theme two focuses on reducing 
fragmented communities and potential opportunities that may occur as a result, and the third theme 
explores the benefits of converting brownfields into green spaces. 
2.1 Restorative Benefits of Nature: The Link between Emotional Well-Being 
and Green Spaces 
An extensive body of literature suggests that there are restorative benefits of being in nature, indicating 
there is a link between emotional well-being and the amount of green spaces. Many people, according to 
Chiesura, rank their emotional well-being as important. According to surveys conducted by Chiesura and 
Stigsdotter et al., nature can encourage people to get outside, increases social integration and interaction 
between residents, and also reduces perceived stress levels (Chiesura 2004, 130; Stigsdotter et al. 2010, 
412). Even just the view of green space can improve one’s mental and emotional well-being (Kaplan, 
Austin, and Kaplan 2004, 307). However, it is worth considering that survey respondents may perceive 
their health to be better than it actually is, or they may be afraid to share their true health conditions with 
researchers. Furthermore, Stigsdotter found that people living farther away from green spaces have almost 
a 1.42 higher chance of experiencing more stress than their counterparts that live closer to green spaces 
(Stigsdotter et al. 2010, 414). This is supported by the willingness to pay higher costs to live near a green 
space (Campbell Jr. and Munroe 2007, 134; Tajima 2003, 649).  
Van den Berg et al.’s research supports this finding, with one notable difference. Van den Berg et al. 
found a positive connection for green spaces three kilometers away, and no connection between health 
and green spaces less than a kilometer away (Van den Berg et al. 2010, 1208). One can speculate this 
finding is related to the size of a green space and that larger green spaces allow for more uses, where as 
many nearby parks may be limited in their extent and services. Van den Berg et al. eliminated small-scale 
green spaces, such as tree-lined corridors, as a variable in their study (Van den Berg et al. 2010, 1208). 
While their finding may refute the need for many small, neighborhood parks, further research is needed to 
gain a real understanding of the relationship between green space size and an individual’s perceived 
health. Tree-lined corridors should be considered in the continuum of green spaces in future research 
opportunities.  
Using a slightly different approach, Kuo conducted a field experiment involving lower-income residents 
living in two housing developments of varied levels of vegetation to document if there are differences in 
emotional/mental health and general management of life issues (Kuo 2011, 11). Residents living in more 
barren conditions showed increased signs of fatigue and the inability to effectively cope with stress than 
residents of the heavily vegetated development. In addition to Kuo’s research, another study found that 
neighborhoods in close proximity to the most contaminated brownfields are more likely to have higher 
mortality rates than those living further away from less hazardous brownfields (Litt, Tran, and Burke 
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2002, 189). Not only do residents show increased signs of fatigue and stress by lack of green space, but 
they also endure higher mortality rates by the presence of more brownfields.  
  
Figure 2. Bestor Art Park Figure 3. Seating at Bestor Art Park 
 
Given the above findings, green spaces can be a powerful tool at alleviating everyday life issues and 
issues of mental, emotional, and public health. According to the Bay Area Regional Health Inequities 
Initiative, “improving the social and physical environments in neighborhoods can be one of the most 
important contributions to improving the health of populations” (Bay Area Regional Health Inequities 
Initiative 2008, 18). Kuo suggests that the creation of more green spaces can be a cost-effective method to 
provide support services to lower-income residents, especially when it is not financially feasible for them 
to seek professional social support (Kuo 2011, 30).  
Litt, Tran, and Burke suggest a collaborative, joint approach between city planners and public health 
professionals to align goals of increased green space and better emotional, mental, and physical health. 
Furthermore, Kaplan, Austin, and Kaplan suggest that a collaborative approach is best to combine 
planners’ objectives of more green space and residents’ objectives of increased social opportunities. It 
took time for city officials to see the connection with green space and public health, but many regulatory 
agencies are now beginning to realign their development and growth goals with public health goals. This 
new way of thinking can begin to create more opportunities for green spaces within the built environment 
to benefit residents. This type of collaborative approach is one aspect of place-making, which is 
mentioned in more detail in the following theme.  
There are two limitations worth noting: limited services in green spaces can deter people and qualitative 
responses were not always included in research methods (Chiesura 2004, 137; Ozdemir 2007, 3718). In 
fact, while other studies did not suggest that a lack of qualitative data was a limiting factor, almost half of 
the studies were entirely quantitative. As suggested earlier, perhaps respondents’ perceive their well-being 
differently than it actually is, but it would seem that incorporating a qualitative component into studies 
that evaluate an individual’s health could strengthen the researcher’s argument. Regardless, green spaces 
will need to be carefully designed to provide services to as many people as possible, which may not 
always be feasible given the size and scope of a project. This may be particularly challenging for planning 
officials as they utilize place-making to create new green spaces because not only is the location 
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important but also the services a given space will offer. With respect to the findings of perceived levels of 
stress and distance of green spaces, Stigsdotter et al. did not ask respondents why they visited a particular 
space. This can be useful information to find out motivations for future green space developments.  
2.2 Reducing Community Fragmentation while Building Social Capital 
In addition to the restorative health benefits that green space offers, green space can also build social 
capital within a community. Communities with brownfields typically have endured a history of neglect, 
thereby causing decreased hope for community renewal and progress (Essoka 2010, 301). Green spaces 
can foster increased social capital by reducing physical and social barriers of community fragmentation 
and thus creating connections between people, places, and organizations.  
2.2.1 Reducing Social and Physical Fragmentation  
Stakeholder input is discussed in several of the studies. In general, the consensus between studies show 
there is a general distrust between stakeholders and public officials (Burger, Greenberg, Powers, and 
Gochfield 2004, 43; Gute and Taylor 2006, 548). One method to tackle the distrust is to engage the 
community early in the process and listen to the needs of the community, a fundamental point in place-
making. The traditional top-down approach in revitalizing neighborhoods is not effective, according to 
Naparstek and Dooley, because if residents are not involved, they will show less interest in the program 
over time (Naparstek and Dooley 1997, 510). Hutchinson states that participating in community-based 
efforts not only measures social capital within a neighborhood, but it also builds social capital 
(Hutchinson 2004, 170).  
In addition to building social capital, the more transparent the redevelopment process is, the more 
successful a project will likely be. Generally, if developers are not forthcoming about redevelopment 
projects, especially when brownfields are involved with possible contamination, the local community will 
be quick to reject the project. While stakeholder input is a fundamental idea in place-making, it can also 
make the process more difficult and therefore deter development projects. As Bleicher and Gross 
discovered, stakeholder input can be a laborious process, especially when there are several stakeholders 
with different interests. Naparstek and Dooley suggest finding a balance between bottom-up and top-
down approaches and encourage working with a smaller community in order to keep a project moving 
forward. The real question here is how an individual or organization can effectively implement this 
approach in a manner that appeases the majority.    
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Looking at the physically fragmented network of open spaces 
through a field survey, Ozdemir states that an interconnected open 
space network is crucial for a sustainable city. Recall that 
sustainability draws on the idea of preserving the environment now 
for future use. By creating interconnected networks of green space, 
individuals may be drawn away from vehicle use as a primary 
mode of transportation and resort to pedestrian and/or bicycle 
transport modes. Bourne states that social and political institutions 
are becoming more fragmented, and the addition of green space via 
place-making can make amends to these institutions (Bourne 1991, 
195). Not only can green spaces connect the fragmented built 
environment, but Bourne suggests green spaces can fix 
disconnected social and political systems. Campbell Jr. and Munroe 
state that the best place for green space corridors are along streams, 
creeks, and rivers where a buffer zone is already written into the 
policy (Campbell Jr. and Munroe 2007, 120). Another alternative for greenways is along abandoned rail 
lines in an attempt to rehabilitate already established pathways as a recreational multi-use trail.     
Studies by Ozdemir and Essoka both discuss the limitations of reducing the fragmented networks. 
Ozdemir’s study was purely quantitative and did not take into account residents’ perceptions of the open 
space network. Another issue that can arise with brownfield redevelopment is gentrification, which 
further reinforces socioeconomic inequities (Essoka 2010, 303). One thing that planning officials may 
need to consider as they redevelop blighted neighborhoods is how residents living in these particular 
neighborhoods may be affected by such development. The benefits of revitalizing blighted neighborhoods 
often overshadow the negative implications as a result of gentrification. Further exploration of 
gentrification as a result of revitalization is needed to really understand the relationship between the two.  
2.2.2 Creating Connections 
Burrage has found using qualitative analysis that green spaces allow people of different cultures to come 
together and share knowledge and understanding (Burrage 2011, 170-172). Through literature reviews, 
surveys, and case studies, five different studies using different methods have found similar results. Green 
space and nature can foster social integration and interaction among community residents, especially 
when there is a collaborative, community-driven approach to creating more green spaces in a community 
(Arnberger and Eder 2012, 42; Chiesura 2004, 130; Dixon 2001; Franz, Güles, and Prey 2008, 323; 
Hutchinson 2004, 170). This collaborative, community-based approach is one aspect of place-making.  
When asked about the benefits of green spaces, most respondents identified the personal benefits 
(including aesthetics and social interaction) as more important than economic benefits (De Sousa 2006, 
593). Interestingly, some of the research indicates that increased social benefits lead to an increase in 
economic benefits (De Sousa 2006, 596). If what De Sousa states is true, why aren’t more cities looking 
to convert abandoned lots into green spaces? How do the economic benefits created from green spaces 
differ from the economic benefits created from mixed-use projects? It would be interesting to conduct a 
comparative analysis on the economic benefits of green spaces as opposed to mixed-use projects and 
 
Figure 4. Abandoned Rail Corridor in Spartan-
Keyes  
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actually give value to the term economic benefits. A shift in thinking is needed to develop these 
abandoned lots, revitalize the local community, and foster alternative economic opportunities.  
Using a slightly different approach, Sepe uses an analytical tool called “Place-Maker” that creates 
overlays to show areas with the greatest potential, similar to Ian McHarg’s early map overlays in Design 
with Nature. Sepe found that a place’s atmosphere is valued the most important by survey respondents, 
followed by frequency of daily use, then whether a place provides leisurely amenities, and lastly, trees 
(Sepe 2009, 477). The importance of a space’s atmosphere can relate to the restorative benefits of green 
spaces. While this research did not explore the connection with atmosphere and restorative health 
benefits, it would seem that the more inviting an atmosphere is, the more an individual can relax at their 
leisure. Place-Maker appears to be an effective tool that allows for qualitative analysis as well as 
quantitative methods, yet Sepe is the only researcher of those identified that has used such a method.  
Arnberger and Eder found that community attachment is influenced by green space and that many 
suburban residents do not value or share the perceived importance of public green spaces as much as their 
urban counterparts (Arnberger and Eder 2010, 48). Similarly, Hutchinson found out that people of higher-
income brackets are less involved in community rebuilding efforts (Hutchinson 2004, 170). This can 
suggest that people of higher-income groups are more likely to live in suburban areas, hence the 
connection between Arnberger and Eder and Hutchinson’s findings. This supports the idea that lower-
income residents living in urban areas rely on public green spaces and there is need for more green spaces 
within urban, downtown city districts.  
One weakness Burrage discovered is that green spaces are still largely considered by many city officials 
to only appease recreational needs, and that the social and health benefits are often overlooked (Burrage 
2011, 168). However, most brownfield redevelopment projects are not for the creation of more green 
spaces, but business parks that generate profit. In other words, city officials are not fully aware of all the 
benefits that come out of green space creation. As mentioned earlier, social improvements can also lead to 
economic benefits in a neighborhood.  
2.3 Green Spaces are a Good End Use of Brownfield Redevelopment Projects 
There are a few sub-themes that can be dissolved into this overarching theme of whether or not green 
spaces are good end uses of redevelopment projects, including: crime and blight, and constraints to 
brownfield redevelopment projects.  
2.3.1 Crime and Blight 
While much of the research focuses on the positive implications of converting vacant, unused lots into 
green spaces, several researchers have found that increased crime and blight for residents is a significant 
concern with green space (Arnberger and Eder 2012, 48). Where there are cases of crime and blight in a 
neighborhood, community attachment is diminished. This concern is further supported by three other 
studies (Baycan-Levent, Vreeker, and Nijkamp 2009, 196; Campbell Jr. and Munroe 2007, 126; Nicol 
and Blake 2000, 203). Campbell Jr. and Munroe did state there are conflicting findings related to crime 
occurring in greenways. However, the perception of crime can be equally as bad as the act of crime when 
it comes to neighborhood revitalization projects.  
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Ellerbusch suggests that contaminated lots can potentially lead to more criminal behavior, otherwise 
called “neurotoxicity hypothesis” (Ellerbusch 2006). This can suggest that despite a former brownfield 
being converted into a green space, the former perception of contamination can foster more criminal 
activity regardless of the end use. Therefore, the siting of new, potential green spaces also needs to take 
into consideration whether crime is prevalent in the area and whether or not the space is in easy viewing 
distance for residents. If a selected space is not readily visible from the street or has the potential to bring 
in more blighted conditions, then that space should not be considered suitable for a green space. If people 
perceive that crime will occur, then they will not frequent the green space and inevitably crime can occur. 
This does tie back to the ranked values of green spaces, in which one of the top four values was how often 
a given space was occupied and at what times of the day. Something interesting to consider is this idea of 
perceived crime or if there is any factual truth to criminal behavior in conjunction with deserted green 
spaces. One limitation with qualitative studies is that study respondents may all perceive the same thing 
differently. However, at what point does one’s perception deceive what is actually occurring? It seems 
that a combination of qualitative and quantitative data can bridge the gap between perceived thoughts and 
actual occurrences and is something that should be further explored. 
2.3.2 Constraints to Brownfield Redevelopment Projects 
There are occasionally constraints in brownfield cleanup projects. Using a comparative analysis focusing 
on the United States, Canada, England, and Scotland to evaluate differences in brownfield cleanup 
policies, Adams, De Sousa, and Tiesdell found that all four countries list weak market structure as a 
constraint, followed by liability and cleanup costs (Adams, De Sousa, and Tiesdell 2009, 95; De Sousa 
2003; Simon 2009). Using a risk comparison analysis, Ellerbusch found that liability is the biggest 
deterrent in brownfield redevelopment projects. McCarthy’s review of existing literature in the field 
further supports this claim (Ellerbusch 2006; McCarthy 2002, 289). While Nijkamp, Rodenburg, and 
Wagtendok agree that liability and cleanup costs are of great concern. They also include regulations as a 
significant constraint in the redevelopment process (Nijkamp, Rodenburg, and Wagtendok 2002, 248). 
They suggest that government should have a large role in the cleanup and redevelopment process, yet 
they also should be more flexible to allow for unaccounted roadblocks. Currently, local government does 
not usually initiate redevelopment projects (Simon 2009).  
Many local governments favor redevelopment projects that will have an end use that creates economic 
opportunities and not the creation of new green spaces or other neighborhood revitalization improvement 
projects (Adams, De Sousa, and Tiesdell 2009, 97; De Sousa 2003, 182; Ellerbusch 2006; McCarthy 
2002, 289; Simon 2009). One can speculate this is a result of strict environmental regulations, but an 
increase in property values, private investments, or grants may make these projects very enticing (Bacot 
and O’Dell 2006). However, Baycan-Levent, Vreeker, and Nijkamp state that green spaces should not and 
cannot be evaluated on economic gains alone (Baycan-Levent, Vreeker, and Nijkamp 2009, 194). As 
stated earlier in this literature review, economic opportunities arise as a result of social improvement 
opportunities. However, the biggest limitation in many of the studies that fall under this sub-theme is that 
the researchers only explore the economic opportunities using quantitative methods, and not social 
opportunities. 
In sum, green spaces are shown to provide restorative benefits to residents living adjacent to these spaces, 
connect fragmented neighborhoods, and can reduce crime and blight. On the other hand, the literature also 
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suggests that large-scale green spaces can deter residents. Given this information, what is the best 
approach for planning officials to design and create new green spaces? How does the political process 
approach the creation of new green spaces within a fairly close distance to large-scale green spaces? The 
next chapter explores planning policies and regulations that drive green space creation in San José, 
Chicago, Minneapolis, and Toronto in effort of answering these questions and the overall topic of study.  
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3.0 Case Review of City Planning Policies and Land Use Regulations 
This chapter will evaluate the visions and goals, objectives, and policies of select cities in converting 
vacant, underutilized lots into green spaces. A critique of San José’s visions, goals and policies will first 
be discussed, followed by Chicago, Minneapolis, and Toronto. The main criteria in choosing these three 
cities is based on findings in the literature, primarily because of their efforts to promote more green space 
and social equity with respect to city policies.  
In each city’s individual section, planning policies will be evaluated and land use regulations will be 
tabulated for the primary zoning districts and briefly summarized. Then, in Section 3.3, planning policies 
and land use regulations for all four cities will be directly compared to one another. Although the primary 
purpose of this report is to explore the socioeconomic benefits that arise from redeveloping underutilized 
lands into green spaces, for the purposes of the comparison matrix, policies pertaining to green space 
creation and allowable uses by zoning designation will be evaluated. For a more detailed table of 
allowable uses in the various zoning designations for all four cities, see Appendix A.  
In terms of defining green space for the following planning policy tables, “green space” is loosely used. 
In other words, green space can incorporate neighborhood or community parks, large or regional parks, 
greenways, natural/conservation areas, market gardens, community gardens, as well as recreational 
centers. Based on the results of the matrix, the research should indicate how San José compares to the 
other selected cities in terms of city planning policies and community integration/involvement.  
3.1 City of San José Policy Initiatives 
An overall comparison of specific policies for the City of San José will be evaluated based on the 
Envision San José 2040 General Plan and Municipal Code, which also includes the Zoning Ordinance. 
Collectively these three documents contribute to the creation of new green spaces. 
3.1.1 General Plan 
San José’s planning goals, objectives, and policies are listed in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan 
(Plan), an update to the 2020 General Plan. A thorough review of San José’s Plan identifies specific goals 
for enhancing the urban forest and revitalizing neighborhoods in need, which precedes the policies to 
achieve these goals. While the Plan is very comprehensive in all aspects of improving San José, only 
those that appear most relevant to redevelopment of underutilized lots into more green spaces are 
discussed in the following paragraphs. Overall, the goals and policies established in the Plan can be 
categorized into two topics: quality of life and parks and open space. 
3.1.1.1 Quality of Life 
The City of San José has several specific goals categorized under the broad range of quality of life that 
include: creation of great spaces, foster increased community involvement and empowerment, and rethink 
urban design schemes within the city. 
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Great Spaces 
One of San José’s main goals in the Plan is the creation of “great spaces” and “complete neighborhoods” 
to provide more diverse leisurely, social, and employment opportunities closer to its many neighborhoods 
(City of San José 2011, 188). Another goal related to great spaces and complete neighborhoods is the 
creation of spaces that are safe for users, primarily through increased social interaction (City of San José 
2011, 206). Thirdly, the Plan outlines a goal to maintain existing housing projects and create new safe, 
quality housing projects that add to San José’s goal of creating more great spaces and complete 
neighborhoods (City of San José 2011, 218).  
In order to accomplish these goals, the Plan identifies several policies. The first is to maintain existing 
spaces and create new spaces for community collaboration, in which the siting of new spaces can include 
green spaces and should not be limited to community centers or other buildings. To achieve the second 
goal listed above, the Plan calls for the creation of spaces that encourages social interaction and provides 
residents with a sense of community. Based on research conducted for the literature review, in 
neighborhoods where crime is prevalent, social integration and interaction is typically diminished 
(Arnberger and Eder 2012). In other words, San José’s attempt at creating safe public spaces begins with 
creating spaces that are occupied at various times throughout the day and fosters interaction between the 
residents. One particular policy to achieve the third goal is to design new residential developments with 
access to several open space options. Access refers to small green spaces (such as pocket or neighborhood 
parks) within the residential development, entryways to trails, or access to public spaces located outside 
of the development.  
Community Empowerment 
These great spaces and complete neighborhoods are envisioned to foster community involvement and 
empowerment during development and implementation stages, which is the second general goal for the 
city (City of San José 2011, 191). One particular policy to achieve this particular goal is continued 
collaboration with the local community and neighborhood organizations. Another policy is to include 
these community organizations in the decision-making process for redevelopment projects. The City of 
San José has already established a working relationship with several neighborhood groups and 
organizations, but perhaps they are looking to create more or alternative partnerships.  
Urban Design 
The last goal within the quality of life theme is to rethink urban design schemes, particularly to make the 
city more functional and increase connectivity through alternative modes of transportation. With respect 
to functionality, the Plan’s goal is to create integrated public and private spaces that complement one 
another and promote increased walkability and other recreational activities (City of San José 2011, 201). 
Another goal is increasing connectivity in the city by maintaining the existing network of streets and other 
corridors to encourage walkability and alternative modes of transportation, social interaction, and 
sustainable development (City of San José 2011, 203 and 240). While connectivity may not directly 
correlate with converting underutilized land into green spaces, it is included in order to highlight that city 
officials consider connectivity to be a fairly important goal. The literature review states that benefits of 
green space include increased physical, social, and emotional connection between neighborhood 
residents. Although the connectivity goal is mainly focused on increasing the transportation network, it 
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seems to imply that having a connected network for pedestrians and bicyclists can foster increased social 
interaction.  
Policies to achieve functionality and connectivity include providing pedestrian connections, possibly by 
converting underutilized corridors into pedestrian and bicycling circulation areas. Other policies include 
developing new trails to proposed and existing parks or open spaces to accommodate for alternative 
transportation methods, and “condition land development and/or purchase property” along these corridors 
to maintain the long-term aspect of the trail network (City of San José 2011, 240).  
3.1.1.2 Parks and Open Space 
The second category in the Plan has direct implications to green space – the Parks, Open Space, and 
Recreation section. The first goal listed is to provide high quality facilities and programs for community 
residents that are specific to their needs (City of San José 2011, 235). Another goal is to provide an 
“equitable park system” that creates recreational opportunities for all users (City of San José 2011, 238).  
Select policies to achieve the first goal are similar to the policies of great spaces, which is to create public, 
open spaces that foster community interaction. In addition, spaces provide opportunities for community-
wide activities and passive or active recreational opportunities. This can include large-scale parks for 
sporting events, small neighborhood parks or pocket parks that provide restorative benefits, trails, or 
abandoned railway corridors. Another policy is to incorporate open space projects into redevelopment 
opportunities (such as the Urban Village Plans proposed in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan). 
These spaces are publicly owned and maintained in the form of many small pocket or neighborhood 
parks. To create an equitable park system, the Plan’s main policy is to apply resources to meet the 
recreational needs in underserved neighborhoods.  
3.1.2 Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance 
The Municipal Code is the primary tool in enforcing land use regulations in order to protect the general 
health and safety of the public. Title 22 of the Municipal Code is the Zoning Ordinance, in which the 
primary purpose is to “preserve and provide open space and prevent overcrowding of the land” (City of 
San José 2012, 20.10.020).  A comprehensive review of the Municipal Code revealed little information on 
development standards for green spaces and restrictions. There is a section that discusses parkland 
dedication requirements for new developments, but otherwise there are no clear guidelines provided for 
green space developments in established neighborhoods.   
The Zoning Ordinance documents where green spaces are permitted, conditional, and restricted according 
to the following zoning designations: residential, commercial, industrial, and downtown districts. Table 1 
illustrates the allowable uses for green space throughout San José’s four main districts. 
Table 1. Green Space Regulations in the Four Primary Zoning Districts of San José 
Zoning 
Districts 
Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Applicable Notes 
Residential¹ Publicly-operated parks, 
playgrounds, community 
centers; neighborhood 
agriculture
a
; and small 
Privately-operated 
parks, playgrounds, 
community centers 
a
Allowed on school sites, library 
sites, community centers, or 
religious assembly sites only 
b
Certified farmers’ markets are 
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Zoning 
Districts 
Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Applicable Notes 
(certified) farmers’ 
markets
b
 
considered a special use in all 
residential areas. 
Commercial² Publicly-operated parks, 
playgrounds, community 
centers; small (certified) 
farmers’ marketsc; indoor 
commercial recreation in 
most commercial districts
d
 
Privately-operated 
parks, playgrounds, 
community centers; 
outdoor commercial 
recreation in most all 
commercial districts
d
 
cCertified farmers’ markets are 
considered a special use in all 
commercial areas 
d
Indoor/outdoor commercial 
recreation is restricted in 
commercial office districts 
Industrial³ Small (certified) farmers’ 
markets
e
; indoor recreation 
areas
f
  
Indoor recreation areas
g e
Permitted in industrial park 
districts as a special use 
f
Permitted in combined 
industrial/commercial districts as 
long as they are wholly enclosed 
within a building and serving the 
community  
g
Conditionally permitted in 
industrial park and light 
industrial districts only 
Downtown
4
  Parks and playgrounds
h
; 
small (certified) farmers’ 
markets
i
; indoor 
commercial recreation  
 
h
Community centers not 
permitted  
i
Certified farmers’ markets 
considered a special use 
Source: City of San José 2012, Title 20 – Zoning Ordinance 
1 = Chapter 20.30.100 – Residential Districts Land Use Regulations, Allowed uses and permit requirements 
2 = Chapter 20.40.100 – Commercial District Land Use Regulations, Allowed uses and permit requirements 
3 = Chapter 20.50.100 – Industrial Districts Land Use Regulations, Allowed uses and permit requirements 
4 = Chapter 20.70.100 – Downtown Districts Land Use Regulations, Allowed uses and permit requirements 
 
As shown in Table 1, the one zoning district that offers the least amount of opportunities for newly-
created green spaces are industrial-zoned districts. Green spaces are not permitted within heavy industrial-
zoned areas. Furthermore, there was no mention of public or quasi-public permitted uses in any of the 
industrial-zoned districts. Parks and playgrounds are permitted in the three remaining zoning districts, as 
long as they are public-serving parks. Table 1 refers only to land use regulations as they pertain to green 
spaces in San José. In Section 3.3 there is a comparison of planning policies with respect to new 
development projects and green space requirements for all four cities chosen for this case review. Now 
the research will turn to explore planning policies and land use regulations for the three other select cities 
chosen for the case review.  
3.2 Comparison of Planning Policies for Chicago, Minneapolis, and Toronto 
The following three sections discuss the reasons for selecting Chicago, Minneapolis, and Toronto for a 
case review and follows with a discussion of goals and policies pertaining to brownfield redevelopment 
and creation of green spaces that correlate to planning policies in San José. Recall that these cities were 
chosen based on the literature review; as a result, planning policies for these three cities will be compared 
to those of San José in attempt to identify the best community-based practices from all four cities.  
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3.2.1 Chicago 
According to research conducted by De Sousa, Chicago is one of two cities (the other being Minneapolis) 
that has forward-thinking leaders when it comes to brownfield redevelopment, green space 
implementation, and management of these green spaces (De Sousa 2006, 582). Furthermore, Chicago has 
created an organization to assist community residents and organizations with the legal aspect of obtaining 
land. In terms of demographics, Chicago is much larger than San José with a reported 2,695,598 people in 
2010 (U.S. Census Bureau, Chicago 2012). Chicago is approximately 227 square miles with 
approximately 11,841 people per square mile (U.S. Census Bureau, Chicago 2012). With respect to size 
and population, San José and Chicago are not equivalent. However, Chicago can be a model for growing 
cities with visions, objectives, and policies to convert brownfields into green spaces.      
This next section looks at specific policies in Chicago’s Open Space Plan called CitySpace Plan as well 
as the Municipal Ordinance and the Zoning Codes. Collectively, these documents drive the creation of 
new green spaces. 
3.2.1.1 Open Space Plan 
Due to the area and population of Chicago, there are several community plans and various green space 
plans. Chicago does have a formal open space plan for the city, called the CitySpace Plan (Plan) prepared 
in 1998. This Plan is a collaborative approach involving various task forces, public agencies, advocacy 
groups, and neighborhood organizations that are active in city planning initiatives. The CitySpace Plan 
focuses solely on green and open space initiatives. There are several goals regarding green space creation; 
however, only those that seem most applicable to the research are discussed. These goals and policies can 
be categorized into community empowerment and parks and open space.  
Community Empowerment 
At the time of plan preparation, the City of Chicago anticipated there would be issues with converting 
vacant, underutilized lots into quality green spaces (City of Chicago 1998, iv). As a result, one particular 
goal was to create an organization that would help solve potential issues associated with acquisition and 
risk management. Similarly, another goal was to create local, state, and national partnerships and support 
community collaboration (City of Chicago 1998, vi).  
To achieve this goal, city and county officials created a non-profit organization called “NeighborSpace” 
in 1996 that focuses on acquisition and insurance of underutilized lands as they are converted into green 
spaces. NeighborSpace targets “city-owned and tax delinquent vacant land and river edges dedicated to 
open space” (City of Chicago 1998, 44). NeighborSpace is not intended to manage or maintain the daily 
operations of these green spaces; instead, the organization’s main purpose is to assist local community 
groups obtain and implement green space projects (City of Chicago 1998, 44). With respect to the first 
goal, Chicago has already established and met policy requirements by creating NeighborSpace. Policies to 
create additional partnerships were not discussed during this review of Chicago’s Plan.    
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Parks and Open Space 
One of the primary goals of Chicago’s Plan is to have a minimum of two acres of open space for every 
1,000 residents (City of Chicago 1998, iii). In conjunction with the first goal, Chicago’s second goal is to 
incorporate more open space throughout the city.  
Specific policies to achieve these goals include looking at converting corridors and/or land around 
waterways, schools, and land that is currently underutilized. This can be done by encouraging 
conservation easements and acquiring public space along waterways. Another policy is to revise zoning 
codes to support the development and preservation of existing open spaces in several zoning designations, 
including Empowerment Zones.  
3.2.1.2 Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance 
As already indicated earlier in San José’s individual section, the basic purpose of the Municipal Code is to 
protect the health and safety of the public. The Zoning Ordinance and Land Use Ordinance, comprising 
Chapters 16 and 17 of the Municipal Code, regulate appropriate locations for land use to protect the safety 
and well-being of city residents (City of Chicago 2012, 17-1).  
Under the Municipal Code, Chicago has one particular policy called the Adjacent Land Acquisition 
Program (ANLAP) (City of Chicago 2012, 2-159). ANLAP was established in effort to buy up vacant 
parcels of land on behalf of the city and transfer the land to adjacent residents so they may beautify and/or 
maintain the parcel. This is a ten-year contract intended to improve quality of life for neighborhood 
residents. There are some restrictions with this policy, for instance, residents that were transferred a 
vacant parcel are not allowed to transfer the property to anyone else. In addition, residents that were 
transferred the parcel must improve the land within six months whether it be landscaping or something 
else (City of Chicago 2012, 2-159-060). The last restriction is that residents are not allowed to build any 
permanent structure on the transferred parcel.      
Other relevant sections regarding green space creation in Chicago include the chapter on Parks, 
Playgrounds and Airports (Chapter 10-36) and the Open Space Impact Fee Ordinance (Chapter 16-18). 
However, after review of the Parks, Playgrounds and Airports Chapter, there is no mention of creating 
new green spaces. The chapter mainly pertains to behavioral conduct while visiting these places. As likely 
deduced from the Open Space Impact Fee Ordinance Chapter, this chapter does not necessarily discuss 
creating new green spaces within already developed lands. This chapter is a guide for open and green 
space creation in newly planned developments. One particularly interesting policy, not specifically stated 
in the other three city codes, is that open space fees from new developments must be used within the same 
community neighborhood or immediately adjacent to the community (City of Chicago 2012, 16-18-090). 
In terms of quality of life and social equity, this appears to be a key policy that many cities do not 
explicitly discuss, but perhaps should.  
The Zoning Ordinance and Land Use Ordinance documents where green spaces are permitted, 
conditional, and restricted according to the following zoning designations: residential, business and 
commercial, manufacturing, and downtown districts. Table 2 illustrates the use of green space throughout 
Chicago’s four main districts. Refer to Table 2’s footnotes for a description of individual zoning 
categories within a district. 
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Table 2. Green Space Regulations in the Four Primary Zoning Districts of Chicago 
Zoning Districts Permitted Uses Conditional 
Uses 
Applicable Notes 
Residential¹ Parks and recreation (unless specifically 
regulated); community gardens 
NA Community centers, 
recreation buildings, and 
similar assembly use is a 
special use. 
Business and 
Commercial² 
Parks and recreation (unless specifically 
regulated); community gardens; indoor 
sports and recreation; children’s play 
centers; indoor/outdoor sports and 
recreation only in B3, C2, and C3 
districts; indoor-operating urban farms 
only in B3, C1, C2, and C3 districts; 
outdoor-operating urban farms only in 
C1, C2, and C3 districts; and rooftop-
operating urban farms in C1, C2, C3 
districts 
NA Community centers, 
recreation buildings, and 
similar assembly use is a 
special use in all; rooftop-
operating urban farms are 
considered a special use in 
B3 districts. 
Manufacturing³ Parks and recreation (unless specifically 
regulated); indoor-operating and 
rooftop-operating urban farms; outdoor-
operating urban farms permitted in M2 
and M3 districts only 
NA Community gardens; 
community centers, 
recreation buildings, and 
similar assembly uses are 
not allowed in all 
manufacturing districts; 
sports and recreation are not 
allowed in all manufacturing 
districts. 
Downtown
4
  Community gardens; indoor- and 
outdoor-operating urban farms are only 
permitted in DS districts; rooftop-
operating urban farms; outdoor sports 
and recreation is only permitted in DS 
districts; indoor sports and recreation is 
only permitted in DC, DX, and DS 
districts; and children’s play center is 
only permitted in DX and DS districts  
NA Community centers, 
recreation buildings, and 
similar assembly uses are a 
special use. 
District designations: 
B1 – Neighborhood Shopping District  
B2 – Neighborhood Mixed-Use District  
B3 – Community Shopping District  
C1 – Neighborhood Commercial District 
C2 –Vehicle-Related Commercial District 
C3 – Commercial, Manufacturing, and 
Employment District 
 
DC – Downtown Core District 
DX – Downtown Mixed-Use District 
DS – Downtown Service District 
M2 – Light Industry District 
M3 – Heavy Industry District 
 
Source: City of Chicago 2012, Titles 16 and 17 – Land Use and Zoning Ordinance  
1 = Chapter 17-2-0200 – Residential Districts Use Table and Standards, Allowed Uses 
2 = Chapter 17-3-0200 – Business and Commercial District Use Table and Standards, Allowed Uses 
3 = Chapter 17-5-0200 – Manufacturing Districts Use Table and Standards, Allowed Uses 
4 = Chapter 17-4-0200 – Downtown Districts Use Table and Standards, Allowed Uses 
 
As shown in Table 2, Chicago’s main zoning districts follow a different naming convention than San 
José, but overall represent similar districts (for instance, industrial versus manufacturing). Parks and 
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recreation are allowed in three of the four districts, with the downtown district as the exception. On the 
other hand, community gardens are allowed in the residential, business/commercial, and downtown 
districts and are not allowed in the manufacturing district. It is interesting that parks and recreation are not 
specifically listed as a permitted (or even conditional) use in Chicago’s downtown districts. Refer to 
Section 3.3 for a comparison of Chicago’s policies versus San José, Minneapolis, and Toronto. The next 
city in which planning policies and land use regulations will be evaluated is Minneapolis.  
3.2.2 Minneapolis 
Minneapolis was chosen primarily because two particular authors from the literature review discuss 
Minneapolis’ progressive land use policies with respect to converting vacant lots into green spaces (De 
Sousa 2006, 583; Dixon 2001, 6). According to the City of Minneapolis, it has an extensive 
interconnected network of parks, trails, tree-lined streets, lakes and distinct neighborhoods (City of 
Minneapolis 2009, i-1). In terms of demographics, the population of Minneapolis was approximately 
382,578 in 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau, Minneapolis 2012). The city size is approximately 54 square 
miles. Minneapolis has approximately 7,084 people per square mile living within the city limits, more 
than San José and less than Chicago.  
In this section, an overall comparison of specific policies for Minneapolis will be evaluated based on the 
Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth, Zoning Ordinance, Municipal Code and the Minneapolis Park 
and Recreation Board’s Comprehensive Plan. Collectively these documents may drive brownfield 
redevelopment projects and guide the creation of new green spaces. 
3.2.2.1 Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth and Comprehensive Plan 
Minneapolis’ goals and policies are outlined in the Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth, a 2009 
update to the 2000 Comprehensive Plan as well as Minneapolis’ Park and Recreation Board’s 
Comprehensive Plan (also called Park Board Plan), approved on October 17, 2007. Similar to San José 
and Chicago, there are many goals and policies that may indirectly apply to redevelopment of 
brownfields. However, only those goals and policies that seem relevant to the creation of green space are 
discussed in the following sections. After review of both the Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth 
and Minneapolis’ Park and Recreation Board’s Comprehensive Plan, goals and policies can be 
categorized into the two overarching topics: quality of life (to include community empowerment and 
urban design), and land use and open space. 
Quality of Life 
One particular goal categorized under quality of life is to protect and improve public and environmental 
health initiatives for residents and community neighborhoods citywide. Included in this goal is to create 
more opportunities for recreational activities (City of Minneapolis 2009, 5-8; City of Minneapolis Park 
and Recreation Board 2007, 2). Another goal is to foster social equity through community and 
government collaboration (City of Minneapolis 2009, 6-13).  
There are a few policies to improve the quality of life for Minneapolis residents. One particular policy to 
address environmental health initiatives is to eliminate soil and groundwater contamination that poses a 
barrier to investment and redevelopment opportunities (City of Minneapolis 2009, 4-5). However, this 
specific policy is more focused on environmental cleanup initiatives to prepare sites to be more desirable 
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for sales transactions, and not necessarily on improving the social welfare of neighborhoods. Another 
policy is to modify zoning regulations that enhance neighborhood vitality (City of Minneapolis 2009, 1-
8).  
Policies to improve social equity include preservation of the existing urban environment to promote 
sustainable lifestyles. Specifically, the Plan calls for the development of public open spaces in areas of 
need. In addition, another policy is to create recreational spaces that meet the needs of several different 
people and develop places that make visitors feel safe.  
Community Empowerment 
In general, neither the Plan nor the Park Board Plan really elaborates on policies that foster collaboration 
between community organizations and city officials. However, the City Plan does state that one particular 
goal relating to community empowerment is to create and strengthen public-private partnerships to 
improve the park and open space system (City of Minneapolis 2009, 7-13).  
Policies that support this goal are not too specific. New development projects should incorporate some 
element of green space into the project, the siting of new green spaces should occur in places of need, and 
partnerships between the public and private sectors need to be pursued. 
Urban Design 
Goals to improve urban design in Minneapolis include encouraging new development that creates 
attractive spaces, equivalent to San José’s quality of life goal of creating great spaces (City of 
Minneapolis 2009, 7-14, 10-19). Another goal is to encourage sustainable development practices for new 
development projects (City of Minneapolis 2009, 6-4). 
One such policy to create attractive spaces is to create new parks and plazas. Another policy is to 
encourage high-quality landscaping and rehabilitation of open spaces, mainly by providing incentives for 
landowners or property developers to want to create and maintain public green spaces and open spaces 
(City of Minneapolis 2009, 7-11, 7-12). In line with creating great spaces, another policy is to add more 
trees, landscaped areas, and small open spaces throughout the urban network. Policies that can improve 
sustainable development include encouraging sustainable design techniques in new development projects 
and redevelopment of existing buildings, or creating regulations that reduce the urban heat island effect 
by creating more urban green spaces.     
Land Use and Open Space 
One of the primary goals of the 2009 Plan is to convert underutilized lands into a space that meets the 
needs of community residents (City of Minneapolis 2009, i-9). Another goal is to improve the open space 
network in the city (City of Minneapolis 2009, 7-9). 
In order to achieve these goals, Minneapolis has several policies like redevelopment of underutilized 
areas and corridors to minimize adverse effects in residential neighborhoods, and also meets residents’ 
needs (City of Minneapolis 2009, 1-6). Another policy is to preserve the quality of community 
neighborhoods while increasing mixed-use and higher density developments to promote the attractiveness 
of the city.  
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In order to improve the open space network in Minneapolis, one particular policy is to maintain and add 
to the existing network of open spaces that serve many residents. Specifically, Minneapolis has created a 
zoning designation called Urban Neighborhood that allows for small, community facilities throughout 
residential areas (City of Minneapolis 2009, 1-8). 
3.2.2.2 Code of Ordinances and Zoning Ordinance  
Minneapolis’ primary tool for enforcing land use regulations is the Code of Ordinances and the Zoning 
Ordinance, the primary tool to implement policies within Minneapolis’ Comprehensive Plan (City of 
Minneapolis 2013). According to two chapters within the Code of Ordinances (Parks and Parkways and 
the Board Authorized to Accept Gifts), there are policies allowing the Parks and Recreation Board to 
obtain land whether through gift, donation, lease, or purchase for the purposes of parks (City of 
Minneapolis, 16-2). However, it does not explicitly state what type of parks (large open space areas, city 
parks, small neighborhood parks) and whether that ensures that a park will be built. 
In terms of community engagement, Minneapolis’ Code of Ordinances discusses the need for and creation 
of a neighborhood revitalization program. The purpose of this program is to “preserve and enhance the 
private and public infrastructure, public health and safety, economic vitality, the sense of community, and 
social benefits within Minneapolis neighborhoods” (City of Minneapolis 2013, 419-30). This 
neighborhood revitalization program would ideally be a cooperative process including neighborhood 
residents and public and private entities. The primary goal for this program is to use neighborhood-based 
planning. In other words and as established by Minneapolis’ Municipal Code, the program is to listen and 
act upon neighborhood priorities, involve more residents in the decision-making process, and continue to 
strengthen city and neighborhood partnerships.  
Similar to San José and Chicago, Minneapolis has a chapter discussing parkland dedication. One of the 
primary goals of the park system is to place parks within walking distance to any given home, provided 
the suitability of the proposed parkland is approved. Ideally, land set aside for proposed parks will be 
situated in underserved areas and neighborhoods that lack a park. There are several different options in 
creating green spaces, including: add to the interconnected system of parks and trails, preserve sensitive 
habitats, preserve designated vegetation areas, and create parks for recreational purposes.  
The Zoning Ordinance documents where green spaces are permitted, conditionally permitted, and 
restricted according to the following zoning designations: residential, commercial, office residential, 
industrial, and downtown districts. Table 3 illustrates the use table for green space throughout 
Minneapolis’ five main districts. Refer to the footnotes for the description of individual zoning categories 
within a district.  
Table 3. Green Space Regulations in the Five Primary Zoning Districts of Minneapolis 
Zoning 
Districts 
Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Applicable Notes 
Residential¹ 
  
Community gardens; public parks; 
market gardens less than 10,000 
square feet 
Market gardens greater 
than 10,000 square feet 
Community and 
market gardens are 
subject to specific 
development 
standards. 
Commercial² Farmers’ markets; market gardens; Outdoor sports, Refer to zoning 
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Zoning 
Districts 
Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Applicable Notes 
community gardens; public parks; 
indoor sports and recreation areas in 
all but C1 district; community centers 
in all but C1 districts 
recreation area, and 
community centers in 
all but C1 district; 
urban farms in C4 
district only 
ordinance for specific 
development 
standards. 
Office 
Residential
3 
Community gardens; public parks; 
market gardens less than10,000 
square feet; community centers and 
farmers’ markets in OR2 and OR3 
districts only; market gardens greater 
than 10,000 square feet in OR2 and 
OR3 districts only 
Market gardens greater 
than 10,000 square feet 
in OR1 districts 
 None listed 
Industrial
4 Urban farms, farmers’ markets, 
indoor recreation area, community 
centers, and community gardens in I1 
and I2 districts only; parks  
None listed Specific development 
standards for all uses, 
with the exception of 
parks. 
Downtown
5
 Farmers’ markets, market gardens, 
indoor recreation areas, community 
centers, public parks; community 
gardens in all but B4 district 
Outdoor recreation 
areas 
Specific development 
standards for farmers’ 
markets, market 
gardens, and outdoor 
recreation areas. 
District Names: 
OR1 – Neighborhood office residence district 
OR2 – High density office residence district 
OR3 – Institutional office residence district 
C1 – Neighborhood commercial district 
 
C4 – General commercial district 
B4 – Downtown Business District 
I1 – Light Industrial District 
I2 – Medium Industrial District 
Source: City of Minneapolis 2013, Title 20 – Zoning Ordinance  
1 = Chapter 546-30 – Principal Uses in Residential Districts  
2 = Chapter 548-30 – Principal Uses in Commercial Districts 
3 = Chapter 547-30 – Principal Uses in Office Residential Districts 
4 = Chapter 550-30 – Principal Uses in the Industrial Districts  
5 = Chapter 549-30 – Principal Uses in Downtown Districts  
 
According to Minneapolis’ land use regulations, public parks are permitted in all of the five main zoning 
districts. Small market gardens are allowed in most all districts, with the exception of industrial-zoned 
areas. Community gardens are generally allowed in all five of the districts, and farmers’ markets are 
allowed in all but residential-zoned areas. There are specific development standards with respect to 
farmers’ markets, market gardens, and community gardens, as shown in Table 3. The last city in this 
policy review is Toronto; following Toronto’s review is the comparison of planning policies for all four 
cities. 
3.2.3 Toronto 
The last city chosen for this case review is Toronto, a large metropolitan city in the Province of Ontario, 
Canada. Toronto was chosen primarily because two particular authors from the literature review 
commended this city on their brownfield redevelopment projects. For instance, Adams, De Sousa, and 
Tiesdell state that Toronto has recently “introduced greenbelt legislation that aimed to provide a stimulus 
to brownfield redevelopment” (Adams, De Sousa, and Tiesdell 2009, 92). Furthermore, De Sousa states 
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in an earlier article that Toronto has been proactive in creating green spaces from brownfields and can be 
considered a “city within a park” (De Sousa 2003, 182-183). 
In 2011, the population of the City of Toronto was reported to be approximately 2,615,060 (Statistics 
Canada 2012). The city size is approximately 247 square miles and there are roughly 10,587 people per 
square mile, almost equivalent to Chicago (City of Toronto 1998-2012). Unlike redevelopment agencies 
in the United States, many brownfields in Toronto are considered by all levels of government to be a 
private sector issue in which they assume responsibility. Similar to the United States, there are no 
particular provisions that encourage creating more green spaces from derelict, underutilized lands (De 
Sousa 2003, 183). Regardless of brownfield redevelopment projects being the responsibility of the private 
sector, an overall comparison of specific policies for Toronto will be evaluated based on Toronto’s 
Official Plan (Plan), Zoning by-laws, and Municipal Code. While these documents may not be as 
prominent in highlighting policies that encourage brownfield redevelopment into green spaces, especially 
compared to San José, Chicago, or Minneapolis, these documents still provide the political framework for 
creating unique green spaces that encourage more social interaction.  
3.2.3.1 Official Plan  
After review of Toronto’s Official Plan, it appears that Toronto envisions itself as one with great and 
complete neighborhoods, spaces that encourage social interaction and integration, and one that offers 
many diverse recreational opportunities (City of Toronto 2010, 1-2). Only those policies that seem 
directly relevant to the conversion of brownfields into green spaces or the creation of new green spaces 
are included in the following evaluation. For the purposes of this research, policies connected with 
increasing green spaces will be categorized based on the broad topics of quality of life and parks and open 
spaces. 
Quality of Life 
The first two goals in Toronto’s Plan envision great and complete neighborhoods and also spaces that 
encourage social interaction and integration. Select policies to achieve these goals include improving and 
expanding on green space and public facilities, creating new public facilities and community programs, 
and modifying existing public services to meet the needs of the residents (City of Toronto 2010, 2-23). 
Otherwise, Toronto’s Plan does not go into great detail on quality of life-themed goals and policies. 
Parks and Open Space 
On the other hand, Toronto has a rather extensive parks and open space chapter in their Plan. One of 
Toronto’s other goals is to provide many diverse recreational opportunities for Toronto residents. Policies 
to enhance recreational opportunities include siting new parks and open spaces in places where they can 
connect to the already existing green space network, natural habitat areas, and schools (City of Toronto 
2010, 2-25 and 3-5). The Plan states several times the need to acquire new lands and convert to green 
spaces in areas still undergoing growth. In addition to expanding the green space network, Toronto’s Plan 
calls for the design of high quality parks that are comforting, safe, accessible, and offer year-round use. In 
other words, Toronto wants to capitalize on sense of place mentioned previously in the literature review. 
One other policy to add to the existing green space network is to consider areas suitable for community or 
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allotment gardening, including privately-owned open space and other facilities (City of Toronto 2010, 3-
20). 
In addition, Toronto has other specific policies that apply to the green space network along the waterfront. 
These policies include improving the ease of accessibility to publicly-owned land, encourage public 
access on privately-owned lands (as appropriate), and create a partnership between land stewards and 
water stewards (City of Toronto 2010, 2-24). 
3.2.3.2 Municipal Code and Zoning by-laws 
The City of Toronto’s Municipal Code encompasses all established by-laws and enforces land use 
regulations. Toronto also has the zoning by-laws that appear to be a separate entity, which regulates land 
use and development standards in the city. Similar to the other cities’ policies explored, Toronto has a 
parkland conveyance section (parkland dedication) within the Municipal Code. Toronto does not state 
specific policies for placement of newly-proposed parks with new developments. One particular policy of 
interest for parkland dedication is that lands to be dedicated must be free of liens or other legal 
impediments.  
Other sections within Toronto’s Municipal Code that may appear to discuss policies and regulations 
pertaining to creating additional green spaces include Parks; Property, Vacant or Hazardous; Public 
Square; and Footpaths, Pedestrian Ways, Bicycle Paths, and Bicycle Lanes. However, most of the 
regulations pertain to recreational activities, and not actual siting of new parks or trails. 
The zoning by-laws document where green spaces are permitted, conditionally permitted, and restricted 
according to the following zoning designations: residential, commercial, and employment industrial 
districts. Toronto does not have a specified downtown district; it does have an Institutional District which 
refers primarily to hospitals, schools, and other related educational facilities. Table 4 illustrates allowable 
uses of green space throughout Toronto’s three main districts. Refer to Table 4’s footnotes for the 
description of individual zoning categories within a district.  
Table 4. Green Space Regulations in the Three Primary Zoning Districts of Toronto 
Zoning 
Districts 
Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Applicable Notes 
Residential¹ 
  
Parks Community centers Community centers must be operated 
by, or on behalf of Toronto, and for 
RD, RS, RT, and RM districts 
additional conditions include: 
1. Occupy an area less than 1,500 
square meters. 
2. Front or side lot line must abut a 
major street or an arterial street that 
intersects a major street. 
3. Lot is located within 80 meters of a 
major street intersection. 
Commercial² Community centers; 
parks 
Recreation use Recreation use has specific conditions: 
1. In a CL Zone, all recreation uses 
must be located within a wholly 
enclosed building. 
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Zoning 
Districts 
Permitted Uses Conditional Uses Applicable Notes 
Employment 
Industrial
3 
Parks in EL and E 
districts; recreation 
use in E districts 
Recreation use in EL 
and EO districts; 
parks in EO districts 
Specific conditions for EO district use. 
 
District Names: 
R – Residential district 
RD – Residential detached district 
RS – Residential semi-detached district 
RT – Residential townhouse district 
RM – Residential multi-dwelling district 
RA – Residential apartment district 
 
 
RAC – Residential apartment/commercial district 
CL – Commercial load district  
CR – Commercial residential district 
EL – Employment light industrial district 
E – Employment industrial district 
EO – Employment industrial office district 
EH – Employment heavy industrial district 
Source: City of Toronto 2012, Zoning by-laws  
1 = Chapter 10.10, 10.20, 10.30, 10.40, 10.60, 10.60, 15.10, 15.20– Residential Zoning Standards, Permitted Uses and Permitted 
Uses with Conditions  
2 = Chapter 30.30, 40.10, 50.10 – Commercial Zoning Standards, Permitted Uses and Permitted Uses with Conditions 
3 = Chapter 60.10, 60.20, 60.30, and 60.40 – Employment Industrial Zoning Regulations, Permitted Uses and Permitted Uses with 
Conditions  
 
According to Toronto’s zoning by-laws, market gardens and recreational use are restricted activities in all 
residential districts, with the residential apartment/commercial zone being the one exception. In addition, 
parks and recreation uses are not allowed under any circumstances in heavy employment/industrial 
districts. Otherwise, parks are permitted uses in all other zoning designations.   
3.3 Comparison of City Planning Policies and Land Use Regulations 
In looking at the green space and land use regulation tables for each individual city as they pertain to 
zoning regulations, San José’s policies are quite flexible in terms of small green spaces. Public parks are 
permitted in almost all major zoning districts, with the exception of industrial districts. However, 
although not specifically stated, green spaces may be conditionally permitted as long as the green space is 
not a nuisance to the surrounding neighborhood. On the other hand, it is quite unfeasible to locate a green 
space (whether it is a neighborhood park or a natural greenway) that serves the neighborhood residents 
within a heavily industrialized area.  
Toronto does not provide descriptive and concrete planning policies as does San José, Chicago, and 
Minneapolis. Additionally, Toronto does not provide much of a distinction between type and size of 
parks, whereas San José includes allowable uses for neighborhood agriculture and small farmers’ 
markets. One thing is certain, parks are not permitted in heavy industrial districts in Toronto, consistent 
with San José, Chicago, and Minneapolis.    
To further compare specific city planning policies against one another, Table 5 illustrates any 
opportunities and/or limitations specifically stated in the General Plan equivalent and the Municipal Code 
in addition to green space requirements for new developments. 
Table 5. Opportunities and Requirements for Green Space in New Developments  
City Opportunities/Limitations 
according to General Plan 
and/or Municipal Code 
Green Space 
Requirements for New 
Developments 
Recommended radius 
for parks 
San José 1. Emphasizes 1. Parkland dedication 1. 1/3-mile radius 
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City Opportunities/Limitations 
according to General Plan 
and/or Municipal Code 
Green Space 
Requirements for New 
Developments 
Recommended radius 
for parks 
connectivity, but pertains 
mostly to transportation 
network (City of San José 
2011, 203 and 240). 
2. Provide 3.5 acres of 
park space per 1,000 
residents (City of San 
José 2011, 235). 
3. Provide 7.5 acres of 
city/regional park space 
per 1,000 residents (City 
of San José 2011, 235). 
fees must be used 
within a ¾-mile radius 
of the development for 
a small neighborhood 
park and 3 miles for a 
larger space such as a 
recreational field or 
community center. 
2. Place new parks in 
areas of need. 
 
walking distance for 
new and existing 
residential 
developments (City of 
San José 2011, 237). 
Chicago 1. Create conservation 
easements along 
waterways (City of 
Chicago 1998, vi).  
2. Minimum 2 acres of 
open space for every 
1,000 residents (City of 
Chicago 1998, iii). 
3. The National 
Recreation and Parks 
Association recommends 
6 to 10 acres of local 
parkland for every 1,000 
residents (City of Chicago 
1998, 18). 
1. Parkland dedication 
fees must be used 
within the community 
of a new development 
or an adjacent 
community (City of 
Chicago 2012, 16-18-
090). 
Not found/mentioned. 
Minneapolis 1. Parkland dedication 
fees require a minimum 
0.01 acres per every 
household (City of 
Minneapolis 2009, 598-
V). 
2. Recommend 
community and city 
collaboration. 
3. Recommend policy to 
clean up environmental 
contamination, but only 
as an investment (City of 
Minneapolis 2009, 4-5). 
1. Place new green 
spaces in underserved 
areas or in areas that 
lack park options (City 
of Minneapolis 2009, 
7.3.3). 
1. Provide easy access 
to parks and not to 
exceed 6 blocks from 
one’s home.  
Toronto 1. Encourage connectivity 
between existing and 
proposed open spaces 
(City of Toronto 2010, 3-
5). 
2. Encourage public use 
1. Dedicated land must 
be free of liens or other 
legal impediments (City 
of Toronto 2012, §415-
23). 
1. Set aside 0.4 hectares 
of new development for 
every 300 dwelling 
units, or, the equivalent 
of 5 percent of the total 
development (City of 
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City Opportunities/Limitations 
according to General Plan 
and/or Municipal Code 
Green Space 
Requirements for New 
Developments 
Recommended radius 
for parks 
of private open space and 
recreational facilities. 
Toronto 2012, §415-
22). 
Sources: 
City of Chicago 1998, CitySpace Plan 
City of Chicago 2012, Municipal Code 
City of Minneapolis 2009, Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth 
City of San Jose 2011, Envision San José  2040 General Plan 
City of Toronto 2010, Official Plan 
City of Toronto 2012, Municipal Code and Zoning by-laws 
 
There are three main points to take away after evaluating each city’s planning policies and land use 
regulations, and they are presented below.  
Locate New Green Spaces in Areas of Need 
San José and Minneapolis both recommend looking for opportunities to place new green spaces in 
neighborhoods of need, or underserved neighborhoods. Chicago has established Adjacent Land 
Acquisition Program (ANLAP) to beautify vacant parcels and created NeighborSpace to work closely 
with the city residents. One of the takeaways here is that underserved areas need more city and 
community support; recall Burrage’s assertion in Chapter Two that beautifying parcels in underserved 
neighborhoods can create connections and help address ill-wanted social and emotional health disparities 
for neighborhood residents. While San José has several neighborhoods that are worse off than Spartan-
Keyes in terms of underserved neighborhoods, Spartan-Keyes is still in need of green spaces in order to 
reduce overall community fragmentation. 
Minimum Acreage per Resident 
As shown in Table 5, Chicago by far exceeds San José in terms of the minimum provided goal for local 
parklands within city limits. Chicago recommends 2.5 to 6.5 acres (per 1,000 residents) more than San 
José does. Minneapolis and Toronto are on a slightly different scale. Rather than recommend park acreage 
per residents, they look at households or dwelling units. Minneapolis recommends 0.01 acres per 
household, and Toronto recommends 0.4 hectares (which roughly equals one acre) per 300 dwelling units. 
In other words, if Minneapolis’s goal was normalized with Toronto, Minneapolis recommends three acres 
per 300 households or dwelling units.  
In terms of comparing the numbers above and comparing policy goals from best to least, Chicago’s policy 
goals are best, followed by San José, Minneapolis, and lastly Toronto. This is assuming there are 3.3 
people per household or dwelling unit in order to normalize across all four cities. 
Connectivity and Service Areas of Green Spaces  
Chicago and Toronto do not specifically mention how close parks should be located to serve the adjacent 
community. On the other hand, Minneapolis suggests new park placements to be located within one third 
of a mile walking distance from neighborhood homes (which roughly equates to six city blocks), similar 
to San José’s recommendation. While Chicago does not appear to have a specific policy goal for parks 
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placement and their service area, it does mention that parkland dedication fees (for new developments) 
must be used within that particular community or a community adjacent to the development. Coming in 
last as far as park service areas is Toronto. This is supported by the goal that new parkland must be free of 
environmental liens or other legal constraints. Many brownfields may have an environmental lien. It is 
interesting that Toronto will oppose new parks and green space development on brownfields because of 
the potential risk, in which case, Toronto is not as forward-thinking as the literature suggests.  
After review of all four planning policies, documents, and land use regulations, it appears that Chicago is 
doing the most in terms of community collaboration. While Minneapolis recommends city and 
community collaboration, there were no specific goals in order to implement continued collaboration. On 
the other hand, Chicago created ANLAP and NeighborSpace, two programs that ultimately encourage 
community input and accountability (especially with ANLAP). San José falls somewhere in the middle 
with the Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood Action Coalition and the city’s effort, however San José lacks a 
program like ANLAP and also lacks an organization that is dedicated solely to finding new green spaces 
throughout the city. In order to better understand the planning process in terms of finding and creating 
new green spaces, the next chapter details the results of interviews with key city officials and community 
leaders.   
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4.0 Interviews 
To better understand how planning policies affect brownfield redevelopment projects and to answer the 
research question, interviews were conducted with select city officials as well as community leaders. 
Interviews were conducted by email or phone conversations, depending on the interviewee’s preference. 
The questions posed to city officials were based on existing knowledge of the city’s planning policies 
with respect to brownfields, brownfield conversion projects, and green spaces. At the same time, 
questions presented to community leaders revolved around the idea of place-making and the community’s 
involvement in assisting the city with neighborhood greening. Together, this is a parallel approach to 
answering the research question. By asking city officials select interview questions, the approach is to 
learn about their involvement with community groups and creating more green spaces, and at the same 
time, becoming more knowledgeable about community concerns involving the city and neighborhood 
residents. A list of questions for both city officials and community leaders can be found in Appendix B. 
Then, using the interviewee’s responses to the questions, keywords that appeared multiple times during 
the interview were pulled from the information and categorized into themes as applicable. Key theme 
words that evolved from the interviews are shown in Tables 7 and 9. These next sections are divided up 
by interviews with city officials (Section 4.2, Conducting Interviews with City Officials) and interviews 
with key community leaders (Section 4.3, Conducting Interviews with Community Leaders). 
4.1 Interview Methods 
Community leaders within the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood were identified through a San José State 
University Professor of Urban Planning who has spent numerous occasions and class time working in the 
neighborhood and with these leaders. The community leaders have been actively engaged in Spartan-
Keyes for more than twenty years. In addition, an interview was conducted with the Executive Director of 
NeighborSpace in order to understand the community-city partnership in Chicago. 
City officials chosen for the interviews were based primarily on those cities used in the case review of 
planning policies. Potential interviewees were chosen from each respective city’s planning department. 
After several attempts at making contact with the City of Minneapolis, no response was received.  
There are two potential limitations with interviewing as a research method. One potential limitation may 
be the limited pool of interview respondents. From the outset, the research methods did not identify how 
many interviews were needed to validate the quality of the data. For the purposes of this research, the 
quality of the interviews is more important than the quantity of interviewees. Regardless, it is important to 
mention that interviewing a limited amount of people may not be representative of the entire picture. 
Second, interviewed city officials might not have been the most knowledgeable staff person, might not 
have had the time to spend on the questions, and/or did not understand the nature of the research 
questions to provide an in-depth response to the questions. As a result, this is also a potential limitation 
worth mentioning for the purposes of this research.  
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4.2 Conducting Interviews with City Officials 
Interviews were conducted between February 1 and March 7, 2013 with three city officials from San José, 
Chicago, and Toronto and are tabulated below in Table 6. Several attempts were made at requesting 
interviews with a planning official in Minneapolis and a knowledgeable representative of San José’s 
Planning Department, but no response was received.  
Table 6. Interview Information for Select City Officials 
City Title and Department 
San José Deputy Director, Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
Chicago Deputy Commissioner, Department of Housing and Economic 
Development, Bureau of Planning and Zoning  
Toronto Project Manager for Official Plan Review, Planning Department  
  
In order to analyze data obtained during the interviews, key themes were highlighted from each respective 
interview. These themes represent discussion points that either came up on more than one occasion, or 
points that correlate with Chapter Two and opportunities or limitations with brownfield redevelopment 
projects. Key theme words that evolved from the interviews are shown in Table 7, along with the official 
that mentioned the topic. The last column serves to illustrate if discussion points were either directly or 
indirectly addressed during the literature review. 
Table 7. Common Themes and Relevance from Interviews with City Officials 
Key Themes Derived from Interviews Mentioned By Referenced in Literature 
Review? 
Little to no available land Toronto  No 
Land acquisition Chicago; Toronto No, on a somewhat parallel 
topic, liability was 
mentioned. 
Sites are not selected based on size; 
selected based on 
recreational/ecological purpose they 
could serve and proximity to 
volunteers willing to maintain then 
Chicago Yes 
Safety; visibility San José Yes 
 
The primary theme that came up in interviews with both Chicago and Toronto is land acquisition. 
Chicago is instrumental in assisting NeighborSpace with land acquisition in neighborhoods that have need 
for green spaces and people willing to assist with the maintenance of potential green spaces. Conversely, 
Toronto has few options in terms of creating green space in areas of need. However, where there is space, 
Toronto acquires land in the most desirable location through parkland dedication fees. 
Another key theme that came out of the interview with Chicago is suitable sites for green spaces are 
primarily selected based on the recreational purposes these spaces can provide the surrounding 
community. This corroborates with Burrage’s statement in the literature review that many city officials 
think green spaces only appease recreational needs (Burrage 2011, 168). One thing worth considering is 
how Chicago and other cities define recreational needs and how intensive recreational uses need be. The 
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interview with Chicago’s city official seemed to imply that recreational uses meant more active types, not 
necessarily passive. However, green spaces should accommodate a variety of uses and a variety of people, 
especially smaller pocket parks. Small pocket parks should be designed to accommodate more passive 
purposes and allow the larger green spaces to address the more active recreational uses. 
Another equally important keyword mentioned in an interview was visibility from public streets. The 
Deputy Director for San José suggested that potential locations for new neighborhood parks should be 
visible from a public street, primarily for safety reasons. This is further supported by the literature review 
and the discussion of crime. If a given park is not completely visible from the street, there will likely be 
increased crime and vandalism. 
One limitation that came up during the interview with Toronto’s Project Manager is that the city does not 
have many brownfields and therefore does not have the opportunity to undertake brownfield 
redevelopment projects. Contrary to the literature that indicates Toronto is an exemplary city for 
converting underused land into green spaces, the interviewee stated that, “Toronto has very little vacant 
lots and very little brownfields” (City of Toronto Project Manager, 2013). Toronto has seen significant 
growth since approximately 2005 with a vacancy rate at 5 percent for land in Toronto. Since brownfields 
are not prevalent in Toronto, the interview questions were tailored to focus on general green space 
requirements and opportunities in Toronto. 
4.3 Conducting Interviews with Community Leaders 
In addition to interviewing key city officials, interviews were conducted with the three community leaders 
in San José and Chicago, tabulated below in Table 8. Interviews were conducted on February 5, 6, and 14, 
2013. A combination of in-person, phone, and email method was used for these interviews.  
Table 8. Interview Information for Select Community Leaders 
City Title and Department 
San José Community Leader and Volunteer, Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood 
Action Coalition  
San José Neighborhood Leader, Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood Action 
Coalition  
Chicago Executive Director, NeighborSpace 
 
A synthesis of key topics derived from the interview is shown in Table 9. Similar to Table 7, the themes 
represent important discussion points gathered from the interviews and also indicate whether or not these 
discussion points are referenced in the literature review. In order to analyze data obtained during the 
interviews, key themes were highlighted from each respective interview.  
Table 9. Common Themes and Relevance from Interviews with Community Leaders 
Main Themes Times Mentioned Referenced in Literature 
Review? 
Crime and Safety Twice Yes 
Disinterested residents Three Times Somewhat, community 
engagement 
Green space reprioritized Once No 
Homeless Encampments Once Somewhat, crime/safety 
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Main Themes Times Mentioned Referenced in Literature 
Review? 
Funding Twice Somewhat, cities mainly 
focus on redeveloping lots for 
economic generation 
Transparency and General 
Community Distrust 
Once Yes 
Land Acquisition Once No 
Partnership strengthens the process Twice Yes 
 
There are a few keywords mentioned during interviews that corroborate with themes derived in the 
literature review. For instance, crime and safety was mentioned in both the interviews with community 
leaders and in the literature. One potential location for a new green space was an abandoned rail line 
corridor. The issue with this location is there may not be enough “eyes on the street,” as the Spartan-
Keyes community leader/volunteer mentions. In The Death and Life of Great American Cities, Jane 
Jacobs mentions the lack of eyes on a street can lead to adverse impacts, in this case, crime and vandalism 
(Jacobs 1961, 95).  
Another potential location that was mentioned in the Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood Improvement Plan 
Amendment (NIPA) was a lot behind the Cash-and-Carry building. This lot is adjacent to Rose Place (a 
small alley) connecting Hollywood Avenue and Humboldt Street (City of San José, Strong 
Neighborhoods Initiative 2008, 28). According to the Spartan-Keyes community leader/volunteer, this lot 
was deemed unsuitable because its location is not easily seen from major arterials such as Keyes Street, 
Third or Fourth Streets. In addition, there are frequent issues with graffiti in the immediate vicinity of this 
lot.  
Recall from the literature review in Chapter Two, four studies indicate that crime and vandalism 
diminishes community attachment and engagement within a neighborhood (Arnberger and Eder 2012, 48; 
Baycan-Levent, Vreeker, and Nijkamp 2009, 196; Campbell Jr. and Munroe 2007, 126; Nicol and Blake 
2000, 203). Furthermore, siting of new potential green spaces needs to take into consideration how visible 
select locations are from the public eye and major streets. If residents perceive that crime may occur at a 
given green space location, they will likely not frequent said location. As a result, there will be fewer eyes 
on the street and fewer visitors, therefore entertaining the potential for more vandalism.  
For instance, in the Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood Improvement Plan Amendment, the location behind the 
Cash and Carry Building was initially considered to be a potentially good site for a new park (the colored 
polygon below, see Figure 5). After more consideration, the location was deemed unsuitable due to the 
lack of major public roads adjacent to the park. Furthermore, the larger outlined polygon is privately-
owned by a railroad company, and currently houses several homeless encampments. With few eyes on the 
street in this area, both lots are dumping grounds for trash and vandalism (Figure 6).  
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Figure 5. Aerial Image of Potential Neighborhood Park 
Location behind the Cash and Carry Building  
Source: Google Maps 2012 
 
Figure 6. Image of the Lot behind the Cash and Carry 
Building 
 
 
Other keywords mentioned during the interviews that are somewhat similar include “disinterested 
residents, transparency and community distrust, and partnerships strengthen the planning and 
implementation process.”  When asked about neighborhood residents’ general community engagement, 
both Spartan-Keyes community activists mentioned that there is a general disinterest exhibited from 
neighborhood residents. The Spartan-Keyes neighborhood has a fairly significant immigrant population 
and the concept of “community engagement” or “community centers” is not understood. As a result, 
many people are not interactive and/or afraid to take initiative. In addition, there are several renters in 
Spartan-Keyes that do not stay in the neighborhood long-term. As a renter, the incentive to actively 
participate in civic engagements may not be the same as homeowners. Similarly, transparency is a strong 
indicator of whether or not a community will distrust the process and planning officials. NeighborSpace’s 
executive director stated one challenge that NeighborSpace has encountered is communities being 
suspicious of the organization primarily because they are not aware of its success and history.  
The three above keywords are connected with the idea of reducing social and physical fragmentation, one 
of the themes identified during the literature review. One method to potentially limit community distrust 
is by involving residents early on in the planning process. While community participation can vary from 
limited to exhaustive, according to NeighborSpace’s executive director, a partnership between city and 
community is best to navigate through the politics of the planning process and garner community support 
and interest. In support of this, the literature review states that participating in community-based efforts 
measures and builds social capital within a neighborhood (Hutchinson 2004, 170). In addition, engaging 
the immigrant community in the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood in the planning and implementation 
process can create a sense of well-being and reverse adverse health impacts for lower-income residents 
that likely make up the immigrant population (Kuo 2011, 30).  
When asked if NeighborSpace is more effective because of the partnership with the City of Chicago, the 
director’s response was “absolutely” and that the partnership is crucial to their success as an organization 
(Interview, 2013). NeighborSpace assists community organizations by helping them navigate through the 
city planning processes, which can be difficult. This is directly supported by research conducted by 
Kaplan, Austin, and Kaplan. With a partnership, as the literature review suggests, neighborhood residents 
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partaking in the planning process may feel more enfranchised and ultimately increase their social 
opportunities and overall wellbeing. Currently, public health is becoming an important topic of discussion 
and public health agencies are just beginning to understand the connection that community collaboration 
can reduce public health disparities. This idea of collaboration ties directly with the definition of place-
making. 
Other potential locations for new green spaces were considered unsuitable because of their close 
proximity to large, regional Kelley Park. However, many abandoned, underutilized lots within the 
Spartan-Keyes neighborhood are in the southern portion of the neighborhood boundary, and are therefore 
closer to Kelley Park (Figures 7 and 8). In the analysis of city official interviews, perhaps there is 
opportunity to create smaller, pocket parks to appease passive recreational needs and still rely on the 
larger parks such as Kelley Park to appease more active recreational roles. According to San José’s 
Deputy Director, the community needs to consider new green space locations that will serve the most 
people and be located in an area that is considered safe. Pairing this consideration with the recommended 
walking distance that parks should be from residential developments according to planning policies as 
stated in Table 5, there is a case for adding more green spaces of varying sizes throughout the city and 
particularly in the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood. 
    
Figure 7. Image of “The Pit”, looking North 
 
 
Figure 8. Image of “The Pit”, looking East 
 
One caveat with the previous statement is that small green corridors, considered a park by city officials, 
may not be viewed as a park by adjacent residents. One of the Spartan-Keyes community leaders 
mentioned that the green corridor just south of Keyes Road (where First Street and Second Street merge) 
is considered a park (Figure 9). However, this space does not take on the appearance of a park; rather its 
primary purpose appears to be a bus stop location. While the purpose of this research is to find these 
awkwardly shaped spaces that are unfit for mixed-use developments, perhaps further exploration into 
defining these places as parks or public gathering spaces is needed.      
As shown in Figures 7 and 8, “The Pit” is located at the intersection of Keyes Road and Second Street, an 
area highly visible at most times of the day. This area has foot traffic as well as vehicular traffic and all it 
would be a good place for an open space. This parcel has been unoccupied for at least 2.5 years. 
Unfortunately, according to the City of San José, the triangular patch of land directly across from this 
vacant parcel is considered a park. Although this patch of land is very small, it also encompasses the spirit 
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of this research in that smaller parks (such as this particular one) can serve a purpose and provide limited 
recreational opportunities.  
Given all the material gathered during the literature 
review, evaluation of city planning policies and land 
use regulations, and interviews with select key 
people, the next chapter will serve to summarize the 
findings from this research as well as provide 
recommendations for Spartan-Keyes and San José to 
foster place-making and community collaboration as 
well as create more green spaces throughout the 
neighborhood.  
  
Figure 9. Triangular Park between First and Second Streets, 
Spartan-Keyes 
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5.0 Findings and Recommendations  
This chapter summarizes the main findings from the literature, case review of San José, Chicago, 
Minneapolis, and Toronto’s primary planning policies, and interviews. The intent of this chapter is to 
evaluate whether or not place-making can be an effective tool to diminish brownfields and create more 
green spaces, as well as assist in enhancing social opportunities for the community of the Spartan-Keyes.  
5.1 Is Positive Social Capital Possible? 
To evaluate whether or not it is possible to foster increased social capital in Spartan-Keyes, findings 
established in the literature review and interviews are summarized below. 
5.1.1 Findings from the Literature Review 
To summarize the main themes from the literature review, green spaces offer restorative benefits to 
residents that live adjacent to these spaces and users of these spaces. This is further supported by an 
individual’s willingness to pay more for a home near a green space. However, available research suggests 
that the distance to, the size of, and the services offered of a green space can deter users. More research is 
needed to clearly understand this relationship, but this can lend opportunities for more extensive research 
combining both qualitative and quantitative methods.  
In addition, converting brownfields into green spaces can reduce physically fragmented neighborhoods 
and connect people together. Several of the researched studies indicate that green spaces create 
connections, both physically and socially. There are also several opportunities to create green space 
networks that can include tree-lined corridors, greenway corridors along streams or creeks, or abandoned 
railroad tracks converted into a trail. Of the studies reviewed, both qualitative and quantitative methods 
were used. Given an extensive review of the pertinent literature, achieving positive social capital is 
possible, but the extent of achieving positive social capital cannot be defined in this research. Social 
capital is not easily measurable and is often based on one’s perceptions of themselves and is therefore 
tangibly difficult to define and understand.  
However, one of the overall limitations mentioned in the literature is politics. Governmental officials still 
tend to focus on redevelopment projects that generate profit for the city, and where existing green spaces 
exist, governmental officials fail to see other user benefits aside from recreational. The goal for this 
research project is to identify best management practices in other grassroots, community organizations 
and local government that effectively use place-making to create more green spaces, and see how that 
applies to San José’s policies and programs. 
5.1.2 Findings from Interviews 
According to interviews conducted with Spartan-Keyes community leaders, more green space is needed. 
Contrary to the literature review findings, small green corridors may not necessarily be beneficial to 
nearby residents. How can this be the case? Perhaps this small corridor appears to serve another purpose 
and therefore the space is not being used as a public gathering place. The caveat mentioned by one of the 
interviewed Spartan-Keyes community leaders in the interview analysis recalls this issue. How can this 
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space be improved to clearly indicate it is a park and look more inviting to the surrounding 
neighborhood? This is one particular area that will be discussed throughout this chapter. 
In addition, in an attempt to alleviate feelings of disenfranchisement, disinterest, and distrust for 
community residents, these residents need to get involved in the planning and implementation process. 
According to the Executive Director of NeighborSpace, the involvement can vary and need not be 
exhaustive. Often times, and in NeighborSpace’s experience, the community determines how involved 
they want to be in the planning process and on-going maintenance and management of a park space. 
Regardless of how little a community or community resident partakes in the process, one of the Spartan-
Keyes community leaders suggest any involvement would contribute to a more successful program.  
5.2 Site Suitability – Potential Locations for Green Space in Spartan-Keyes 
Through a field survey of the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood and interviews with community leaders, the 
following locations have the potential to be converted into green spaces, as shown outlined in red (Figure 
10).  
 
Figure 10. Potential Green Space Locations in the Various Land Use Designations of Spartan-Keyes 
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1. Abandoned rail corridors paralleling 5
th
 Street and adjacent to South Campus.  
According to Campbell Jr. and Munroe, abandoned rail lines make good use of greenways. As shown in 
Figure 9, Spartan-Keyes has a few opportunities to utilize abandoned rail lines into greenways, however 
the main obstacle is funding. According to interviews conducted with the Deputy Director of the Parks, 
Recreation and Neighborhood Services Department and both Spartan-Keyes Community leaders, the cost 
of the abandoned rail corridor is approximately $1 million. This would almost entirely comprise the 
budget Spartan-Keyes has for funding new green spaces, through parkland dedication fees. The one 
obstacle would be acquiring the land at a reasonable price.   
In addition, there is the land just south of the Cash and Carry. Part of the vacant land was considered for a 
new neighborhood park, and the other, larger piece of land is owned by a railroad. These two parcels 
would make ideal park locations, with the exception of eyes on the street. This area is frequently 
vandalized with graffiti and there are quite a few homeless encampments.  
2. Land below Interstate-280. According to a Spartan-Keyes community leader, the land below I-280 is 
wasted space with homeless encampments. Rather than leave this land unutilized, she suggests this be the 
space for weekend farmers’ markets or food vending of that sort. While not shown in Figure 10, there is 
potential for a farmers’ market or similar venue at this spot. This may not be the best place for a new park 
due to the lack of direct sunlight. However, other public gathering spaces are still feasible. 
  
Figure 11. View below Interstate-280 Figure 12. View of Vacant Parcel at Intersection of Martha 
Street and Second Street 
 
3. Vacant parcels. Spartan-Keyes, like many neighborhoods in San José, has a fair amount of vacant 
parcels that have been vacant for at least 2.5 years. For instance, Figure 11 illustrates just one example of 
a vacant lot in the neighborhood. A few blocks north of this parcel and just beyond the northern boundary 
of Spartan-Keyes planning area is another vacant parcel. These spaces offer great potential to be 
converted into a green space or community gardens, even if the space is temporary. 
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5.3 Policy/Program Recommendations to Support Effectiveness of Place-
Making in San José 
The following three sections address considerations and recommendations for community organizations 
and city planning officials as they look to create more green public spaces for neighborhood residents.  
5.3.1 Recommendations Derived from Literature Review 
Depending on the suitability of a potential green space, it might not always be a good end use. Crime and 
blight can occur on lots that are not easily visible from the street or offer lots of nooks to hide in. This is 
an important factor to consider during the place-making process to attract as many users as possible. New 
parks or green spaces must be located within a highly traveled pedestrian or vehicular network to provide 
eyes on the street.   
Another recommendation is to look for opportunities to connect neighborhoods. For instance, Spartan-
Keyes is a rather fragmented neighborhood. In order to connect neighborhoods together, community 
organizations and city planning officials should look at underutilized parcels and/or abandoned rail lines 
to convert into a green space or greenway. However, one issue in doing this may be lack of visibility and 
potentially fostering more crime and vandalism in the area. The literature did not evaluate mechanisms to 
alleviate vandalism in greenways lacking visibility, rather the greenways in the literature were along 
waterfronts and easily visible. However, if San José were to convert an abandoned rail line into a 
greenway or walking path, some safety plan would have to be drafted.     
Although cities may have expansive open and green space networks throughout city limits, perhaps these 
spaces are not uniformly distributed in the city. For instance, many brownfield conversions into green 
spaces in Minneapolis occur along waterways (De Sousa 2006, 585). However, the whole intent of place- 
making is to consider community residents opinions and values as they look for potential new green 
spaces and also the recreational value this place would bring. As a result, place-making should eliminate 
uneven distributions of these spaces.  
5.3.2 Recommendations Derived from City Policies 
According to the City of San José policy goals in Envision San José 2040 General Plan Update, one 
requirement for new parks is to locate them adjacent to a public street for safety purposes. This is further 
supported by the findings and recommendations from the literature review. In addition, the maximum 
walking distance a resident should have to do in order to access a green space or green corridor is one-
third mile, according to Minneapolis and San José. 
In terms of recommended park space per city residents, San José can and should revise the recommended 
acreage per 1,000 residents to be more comparable to Chicago. Chicago is twice as large as San José, both 
in terms of population and size. The significance in this fact is that San José can strive for similar 
programs and policies as Chicago, even as San José continues to grow in population. Rather than provide 
3.5 acres per 1,000 residents, perhaps San José can increase that number to five acres per 1,000 residents.  
As indicated in Chicago, an organization can be responsible for utilizing place-making in community 
neighborhoods to develop new green spaces. Unlike San José and the Neighborhood Action Coalitions, 
perhaps San José should consider developing an organization (like NeighborSpace) that has a sole goal of 
 45 
 
creating more green and public spaces throughout the city. Otherwise, there are many other 
responsibilities the Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood Action Coalition has and therefore the commitment may 
be wavering. This organization with the sole responsibility of creating more green spaces should closely 
collaborate with both planning and parks and recreation departments.   
5.3.3 Recommendations Derived from Interviews 
The notion of crime and blight occurring at poorly designed green spaces is further supported by 
community leaders within the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood and city planning officials. As discussed in 
the recommendations derived from the literature review, new green spaces must be placed in visible areas 
and in areas where the residents expressed a need for such a space.  
Large, regional green spaces do not negate the importance and need for smaller green spaces. Although 
Kelley Park is located adjacent to Spartan-Keyes, the residents of Spartan-Keyes still need other smaller, 
more intimately-scaled options. Kelley Park is considered more of a destination where families go for part 
of the day. Spartan-Keyes residents need smaller green space options where they can take a break from 
their daily lifestyle. However, with smaller green spaces they need to be better marked as a public space 
or park to attract residents. As mentioned earlier, the small green corridor between First Street and Second 
Street is considered a park, but this space is not utilized as such by residents because the bus stops 
overshadow the park. There are no benches to sit on or any indication that this is a public space for people 
to use.  
A collaborative partnership between city and community is needed to successfully plan and implement a 
new green space. The community alone would likely encounter issues of liability and potentially land 
acquisition. Conversely, if the city were planning new parks alone, they would not necessarily have the 
input from the community where a space is most needed. Together, community leaders can engage other 
uninvolved community residents and get them involved. Meanwhile, the city can help map through the 
legal impediments. The city and community can best decide how to allocate park funding in a combined 
effort and how they see fit. Community residents may be less distrustful toward city government and also 
appreciate their efforts in the process, resulting in more of an attachment to this space than just anyone. 
5.4 Best Management Practices for a Collaborative Partnership 
The main purpose of this study was to evaluate best management practices in creating a collaborative 
partnership between the City of San José and the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood in attempt to reverse the 
insufficient social capital and lack of green space. After evaluating the four different cities planning 
policies, San José should implement the following best management practices to successfully decrease the 
amount of vacant or underutilized parcels, increase green and public spaces, and foster a sense of 
community wellbeing and social capital:  
 Engage the community. The most important first step San José should take is encourage as much 
community participation as possible in the planning stages for new parks. Spartan-Keyes has the 
budget for new parks development, but no particular site has stood apart. By engaging the 
community, San José City officials and the Spartan-Keyes Community leaders will get much 
needed assistance in what the surrounding community needs in a park. By actively encouraging 
the process of place-making within the Spartan-Keyes neighborhood, more community residents 
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will feel enfranchised and will have a better perceived sense of well-being and self-worth. While 
there were no direct studies done on improved social opportunities for this research, the literature 
supports the statement. In addition, during an interview with a key community figure of Spartan-
Keyes, she suggested that a city-community partnership would strengthen the planning process 
and increase community engagement. These are two key things that are shown to improve overall 
sense of well-being and health. 
 In conjunction with the first practice, have a multilingual staff or coordinator to encourage more 
participation from immigrant populations where English is the second language. One thing 
mentioned during the interviews is that Spartan-Keyes primarily consists of an immigrant 
population that does not easily understand English. The best method to gain this population’s 
support is by staffing people that speak the language. Staff members can gain the respect and trust 
of this population and also engage them in the community-based planning approach. 
 Similarly, locate new parks in neighborhoods of need (underserved areas), within a walking 
distance to residential communities, and in visible places, not to exceed a one-third mile radius. 
Although Spartan-Keyes has Kelley Park as the mega-park in the area, there is a lack of small 
pocket parks spread uniformly throughout the planning area. Mega-parks or green spaces are not 
always the best option. Neighborhood parks that are carefully designed to attract people should be 
considered. San José has already established the one-third mile radius as a policy 
recommendation in the Envision San José 2040 General Plan, but this recommendation needs to 
be enforced. 
 Acquire ownership of vacant parcels, or conversely, establish a program for property owners (of 
vacant, abandoned lots) to loan their property to the city and community for beautification 
purposes. Model a pilot program similar to Chicago’s ANLAP and establish a minimum loan 
period, for instance, 5 years. Provide incentives to the property owners to encourage more 
property transfers and loans on parcels that remain undeveloped indefinitely. Be transparent 
throughout this process and make sure the community is aware of the transaction time frame.  
 Rather than foster a partnership between Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood Action Coalition and the 
City of San José, establish a community organization to oversee the planning, implementation, 
and long-term management/maintenance of green spaces. San José’s Parks, Recreation and 
Neighborhood Services Department or the Planning Department cannot take on the task of 
coordinator for this type of program, nor can the Spartan-Keyes Neighborhood Action Coalition. 
Both entities have many roles in the community that requires time and commitment, ultimately 
taking away time spent on this community-based green space organization. San José needs to 
establish an organization to oversee the planning and implementation process of creating new 
green spaces and work closely with the communities it is working in, as well as assist the 
community in land acquisition and other legal impediments, similar to NeighborSpace in 
Chicago.  
In sum, the best partnership would not be between the City of San José and the Spartan-Keyes 
Neighborhood Action Coalition, but with a newly created organization similar to NeighborSpace and the 
community in which the work is taking place. San José has established a goal of creating great, safe 
spaces for city residents. One way to achieve this goal is to utilize the community in the creation of 
several, small green spaces. In addition, Spartan-Keyes has a few vacant parcels that could create an 
opportunity for residents to redevelop and beautify the neighborhood, even if only temporary.  
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Appendix A.1: Allowable Uses in the City of San Jose 
 
Table 20.50: Residential Districts – Land Use Regulations (San Jose) 
Use Zoning District Applicable 
Sections and 
Notes 
R-1 R-2 R-M R-MH  
Public, Quasi-Public and Assembly Uses 
Parks, 
Playgrounds, 
or community 
centers 
(privately 
operated) 
C C C C NA 
Parks, 
playgrounds, 
or community 
centers 
(publicly 
operated) 
P P P P NA 
Certified 
farmers’ 
market 
S S S S Part 3.5, 
Chapter 20.80; 
Note 7 
Certified 
farmers’ 
market – small 
P P P P Part 3.5, 
Chapter 20.80; 
Note 7 
Neighborhood 
Agriculture 
P P P P Part 9, Chapter 
20.80 
Note 7: Allowed on school sites, library sites, community center sites, or church/religious assembly sites 
only (Ords. 26248, 26388, 26455, 26456, 27468, 27797, 28284, 28320, 28791, 29011, 29122) 
 
District names: 
R-1 – Single-family residence  
R-2 – Two-family residence  
R-M – Multiple residence  
R-MH – Mobile home park  
 
Source: City of San Jose 2012 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 20.30.100  
 
 
Table 20.90 – Commercial Districts Land Use Regulations 
Use Zoning District Notes and 
Section 
CO CP CN CG 
Certified farmers’ 
market 
S S S S Part 3.5, Chapter 
20.80 
 55 
 
Certified farmers’ 
market- small 
P P P P Part 3.5, Chapter 
20.80 
Recreation, 
commercial 
(indoor) 
-  P P P NA 
Recreation, 
commercial 
(outdoor) 
-  C C C NA 
Public, Quasi-Public, and Assembly Uses 
Parks, 
playgrounds, 
or community 
centers 
(publicly 
operated) 
P P P P NA 
Parks, 
playgrounds, 
or community 
centers 
(privately 
operated) 
C C C C NA 
District names: 
CO – Commercial Office  
CP – Commercial Pedestrian  
CN – Commercial Neighborhood 
CG – Commercial General 
 
Source: City of San Jose 2012 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 20.40.100 
 
Table 20.110 – Industrial Districts Land Use Regulations 
Use Zoning District Notes and 
Section 
CIC IP LI HI  
Additional Uses 
Certified 
farmers’ 
market 
 -- S  --  -- Part 3.5, 
Chapter 20.80 
Certified 
farmers’ 
market- small 
 -- P  --  -- Part 3.5, 
Chapter 20.80 
Entertainment and Recreation Related 
Recreation, 
commercial 
/indoor 
P C (GP) C (GP)  -- Note 5, Section 
20.50.110 
Public, Quasi-Public, and Assembly Uses 
NA NA NA NA NA  
Note 5: Recreation, commercial/indoor establishments are permitting in the IP District subject to the 
limitations of commercial support use, Section 20.50.110.  
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District names:  
CIC – Combined Industrial/Commercial  
IP – Industrial Park  
LI – Light Industrial  
HI – Heavy Industrial  
 
Source: City of San Jose 2012 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 20.50.100 
In further detail, Note 5 (above) details that recreation is permitting in the IP district when it serves the 
commercial district surrounding the recreational area and the recreational area is entirely enclosed by a 
building within the commercial district (Section 20.50.110; City of San Jose Zoning Ordinance).  
 
Table 20.140 – Downtown Districts Land Use Regulations 
Use Zoning District Applicable Notes and Sections 
Notes and Section 
DC DC-NT1 Additional Use 
Regulations for 
the DG Area 
Parking Applicable to 
all Downtown 
Districts 
General Retail 
Certified 
farmers’ 
market 
S S  -- No Parking Part 3.5, 
Chapter 20.80 
Certified 
farmers’ 
market- small 
 P P  -- No Parking Part 3.5, 
Chapter 20.80 
Entertainment and Recreation Related 
Recreation, 
commercial 
/indoor 
P P  -- No Parking  
Public, Quasi-Public, and Assembly Uses 
Parks, 
playgrounds, or 
community 
centers 
P P Note J No Parking  
Notes Applicable to the DG Area only: J – Community Centers are not allowed. 
 
District Names: 
DC – Downtown Core  
DC-NT1 – Downtown Core – Neighborhood Transition 1  
 
Source: City of San Jose 2012 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 20.70.100 
Additional Notes:  
1. “Permitted” land uses are indicated by a “P”. 
2. “Conditional” land uses are indicated by a “C”.  
3. Land uses not permitted are indicated by a “—“. 
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Appendix A.2: Allowable Uses in the City of Chicago 
Table 17-2-0207: Residential Districts – Use Table and Standards  
Use Group Zoning District Use 
Standard 
Parking 
Standard Use Category RS RS RS RT RT RM RM RM 
 Specific Use Type 1 2 3 3.5 4 4.5 5-
5.5 
6-
6.5 
Public and Civic 
Parks and Recreation (except as 
more specifically regulated) 
P P P P P P P P  §17-10-
0207-E 
1 Community Centers, 
Recreation Buildings, 
and Similar Assembly 
Use 
S S S S S S S S  §17-10-
0207-E 
2 Community Garden P P P P P P P P §17-9-
0103.5 
§17-10-
0207-E 
District names: 
RS – Residential, single-unit (detached house) (low-density) 
RT – Residential, two-flat townhouse and multi-unit (medium density) 
RM – Residential, multi-unit (high density) 
 
Source: City of Chicago 2012 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17-2-0200 
 
Table 17-3-0207: Business and Commercial Districts  
Use Category Zoning Districts Use 
Standard 
Parking 
Standards B1 B2 B3 C1 C2 C3 
 Specific Use 
Type 
Public and Civic 
Parks and Recreation 
(except as more 
specifically regulated) 
P P P P P P  §17-10-
0207-E 
1. Community 
Centers, 
Recreation 
Buildings, and 
Similar 
Assembly Uses 
S S S S S S  §17-10-
0207-E 
2. Community 
Garden 
P P P P P P §17-9-
0103.5 
§17-10-
0207-E 
Commercial 
W. Urban Farm 
1. Indoor 
Operation 
 --  -- P P P P §17-9-
0103.3 
§17-10-
0207-U 
2. Outdoor 
Operation 
 --  --  -- P P P §17-9-
0103.3 
§17-10-
0207-U 
3. Rooftop 
Operation 
 --  -- S P P P §17-9-
0103.3 
§17-10-
0207-U 
QQ. Sports and Recreation, Participant 
1. Outdoor  --  -- P  -- P P  §17-10-
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0207-M 
2.  Indoor P P P P P P  §17-10-
0207-M 
5.  Children’s Play 
Center 
P P P P P P  §17-10-
0207-M 
District names: 
B1 – Neighborhood Shopping (can accommodate dwelling units above the ground floor) 
B2 – Neighborhood Mixed-Use (can accommodate dwelling units on or above the ground floor) 
B3 – Community Shopping  
C1 – Neighborhood Commercial  
C2 – Motor Vehicle-Related Commercial  
C3 – Commercial, Manufacturing, and Employment  
 
Source: City of Chicago 2012 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17-3-0200  
 
Table 17-4-0207 – Downtown District Use Table and Standards 
Use Category Zoning Districts Use 
Standard 
Parking 
Standard DC DX DR DS 
 Specific Use 
Type 
    
Public and Civic 
I. Parks and Recreation 
(except as more 
specifically regulated) 
      
1. Community 
Centers, 
Recreation 
Buildings, and 
Similar Uses 
S S S S  §17-10-
0208 
2. Community 
Garden 
P P P P §17-9-
0103.5 
§17-10-
0208 
Commercial  
W. Urban Farm  
1. Indoor 
Operation 
 --  --  -- P §17-9-
0103.3 
§17-10-
0208 
2.  Outdoor 
Operation 
 --  --  -- P §17-9-
0103.3 
§17-10-
0208 
3. Rooftop 
Operation 
P P P P §17-9-
0103.3 
§17-10-
0208 
RR. Sports and Recreation, Participant 
2. Outdoor  --  --  -- P  §17-10-
0208 
3.  Indoor P P  -- P  §17-10-
0208 
4.  Children’s Play 
Center 
 -- P -- P  §17-10-
0208 
District names: 
DC – Downtown Core  
DX – Downtown Mixed-Use  
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DR – Downtown Residential  
DS – Downtown Service  
 
Source: City of Chicago 2012 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17-4-0200 
 
Table 17-5-0207: Manufacturing District Use Table and Standards 
Use Category District Use 
Standard 
Parking 
Standard M1 M2 M3 
 Specific Use Type 
Public and Civic 
D. Parks and Recreation 
(except as more specifically 
regulated) 
P P P  §17-10-
0207-E 
1. Community 
Centers, 
Recreation 
Buildings, and 
Similar Assembly 
Use 
 --  --  --  §17-10-
0207-E 
2. Community 
Garden 
 --  --  --   
Commercial – Urban Farm 
1. Indoor Operation P P P §17-9-
0103.3 
Accessory 
sale of 
goods 
produced on 
site shall not 
exceed 3000 
square feet 
§17-10-
0207-U 
2. Outdoor Operation  -- P P §17-9-
0103.3 
Accessory 
sale of 
goods 
produced on 
site shall not 
exceed 3000 
square feet 
§17-10-
0207-U 
3. Rooftop Operation P P P §17-9-
0103.3 
Accessory 
sale of 
goods 
produced on 
site shall not 
exceed 3000 
square feet 
§17-10-
0207-U 
District names: 
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M1 – Limited Manufacturing/Business Park  
M2 – Light Industry  
M3 – Heavy Industry  
 
Source: City of Chicago 2012 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17-5-0200 
 
Table 17-6-0203-E: Special Purpose District Use Table and Standards 
Use Category Park/Open Space Facility Type Additional 
Standards POS-1  POS-2  POS-3  POS-4  
 Specific Use 
Type 
Public and Civic – Parks and Recreation 
1.  Arboretums and 
Botanical 
Gardens 
P P P  --  
7. Community 
Center, 
Recreation 
Building, and 
Similar 
Assembly Use 
S S  --  --  
8.  Community 
Garden 
P P  --  -- §17-9-
0103.5 
9. Conservatories 
and Greenhouses 
P  --  --  --  
10.  Dog Park P P  --  --  
13.  Forest or Nature 
Preserve 
P P P  --  
19.  Passive Open 
Space 
P P P  --  
20.  Playgrounds 
including water 
play areas 
P P  --  --  
26.  Trails for hiking, 
bicycling, or 
running 
P P P   --  
28.  Parks and 
Recreation uses 
not listed above 
Allowed when expressly approved by governing body with jurisdiction over 
facility or shown on approved master plan 
District names: 
POS-1 – Regional or Community Park 
POS-2 – Neighborhood Park, Mini-Park  or Playlot 
POS-3 – Open Space or Natural Area 
POS-4 – Cemetery 
 
Source: City of Chicago 2012, Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17-6-0200 
 
Additional Notes:  
1. Permitted Uses – Uses identified with a “P” are permitted by-right in the subject zoning district, 
subject to compliance with all other applicable standards of this Zoning Ordinance. 
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2. Special Uses - Uses identified with an “S” may be allowed if reviewed and approved in 
accordance with the special use procedures of Sec. 17-13-0900, subject to compliance with all 
other applicable standards of this Zoning Ordinance. 
3. Prohibited Uses – Uses identified with a “–“ are expressly prohibited. Uses that are not listed in 
the table are also prohibited. 
  
 62 
 
Appendix A.3: Allowable Uses in the City of Minneapolis  
Table 546-1: Principal Uses in Residential Districts 
Use R1 R1A R2 R2B R3 R4 R5 R6 Specific 
Development 
Standards 
Institutional and Public Uses – Social, Cultural, Charitable and Recreational Facilities 
Community 
Garden 
P P P P P P P P X 
Park, public P P P P P P P P  
Commercial Uses 
Market 
garden, with 
a planting 
area of 
10,000 sq. 
feet or less 
P P P P P P P P X 
Market 
garden, with 
a planting 
area greater 
than 10,000 
sq. feet  
C C C C C C C C X 
Nursery or 
greenhouse 
existing on 
January 1, 
1991 
C C C C C C C C X 
District names: 
R1 – single-family (low-density) 
R1A – single-family (low-density) 
R2 – two-family (low-density) 
R2B – two-family (low-density) 
R3 – multiple-family (medium-density) 
R4 – multiple-family (medium-density) 
R5 – multiple-family (high-density) 
R6 – multiple-family (high-density) 
 
Source: City of Minneapolis 2013 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 546.30 
 
Table 547-1: Principal Uses in the Office Residence Districts 
Use OR1 OR2 OR3 Specific 
Development 
Standards 
Institutional and Public Uses  
Social, Cultural, Charitable and Recreational Facilities 
Community Center  P P Yes 
Community 
Garden 
P P P Yes 
Park, public P P P NA 
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Commercial Uses  
Farmers’ Market  P P Yes 
Market garden, 
with a  planting 
area of 10,000 sq. 
ft or less 
P P P Yes 
Market garden, 
with a planting 
area greater than 
10,000 sq. ft 
C P P Yes 
District names: 
OR1 – neighborhood office residence  
OR2 – high density office residence  
OR3 – Institutional office residence  
 
Source: City of Minneapolis 2013 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 547.30 
 
Table 548-1: Principal Uses in the Commercial Districts 
Use C1 C2 C3A C3S C4 Specific 
Development 
Standards 
Commercial Uses 
Farmers’ 
Market 
P P P P P X 
Market 
garden 
P P P P P X 
Commercial Recreation, Entertainment and Lodging 
Indoor 
Recreation 
Area 
 -- P P P P NA 
Outdoor 
Recreation 
Area 
 -- C C C C X 
Institutional and Public Uses – Social, Cultural, Charitable and Recreational Facilities 
Social, Cultural, Charitable and Recreational Facilities 
Community 
Center 
C P P P P Yes 
Community 
Garden 
P P P P P Yes 
Park, public P P P P P NA 
Production, Processing, and Storage 
Urban Farm  --  --  --  -- C Yes 
District names: 
C1 – neighborhood commercial  
C2 – neighborhood corridor commercial  
C3A – community activity center  
C3S – community shopping center  
C4 – general commercial  
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Source: City of Minneapolis 2013, Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 548.30 
 
Table 549.1 – Principal Uses in the Downtown Districts 
Use B4 B4S B4C B4N Specific 
Development 
Standards 
Commercial Uses 
Farmers’ 
Market 
P P P P Yes 
Market garden P P P P Yes 
Commercial Recreation, Entertainment and Lodging 
Indoor 
Recreation 
Area 
P P P P NA 
Outdoor 
Recreation 
Area 
C C C C Yes 
Institutional and Public Uses – Social, Cultural, Charitable, and Recreational Facilities 
Community 
Center 
P P P P NA 
Community 
Garden 
 P P P NA 
Park, public P P P P NA 
District names: 
B4 – Downtown Business  
B4S – Downtown Service  
B4C – Downtown Commercial  
B4N – Downtown Neighborhood  
 
Source: City of Minneapolis 2013 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 549.30  
 
 
Table 550-1: Principal Uses in the Industrial Districts 
Use I1 I2 I3 Specific 
Development 
Standards 
Industrial Uses 
Urban Farm P P  -- Yes 
Commercial Uses, Retail Sales and Services 
Farmers’ Markets P P  -- Yes 
Commercial Recreation, Entertainment and Lodging 
Indoor Recreation 
Area 
P P  -- Yes 
Institutional and Public Uses – Social, Cultural, Charitable, and Recreational Facilities 
Community Center P P  -- Yes 
Community 
Garden 
P P  -- Yes 
Park P P P  
District names: 
I1 – Light Industrial  
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I2 – Medium Industrial  
I3 – General Industrial  
 
Source: City of Minneapolis 2013 Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 550.30 
 
Additional Notes: 
1. Permitted Uses – Uses specified with a “P” are permitted in the district or districts where 
designated, provided that the use complies with all other applicable provisions of this ordinance.  
2. Conditional Uses – Uses specified with a “C” are allowed as a conditional use in the district or 
districts where designated, provided that the use complies with all other applicable provisions of 
this ordinance. 
3. Prohibited Uses – Any use not listed as either “P” or “C” in a particular district or any use not 
determined by the zoning administrator to be substantially similar to a use listed as permitted or 
conditional shall be prohibited in that district. 
  
 66 
 
Appendix A.4: Allowable Uses in the City of Toronto 
 
Table 1 – Residential Districts 
Use 
Category 
Zoning Districts 
R RD RS RT RM RA RAC 
Parks P P P P P P P 
Community 
Center 
P* 
(3) 
P** 
(3) 
P**(3) P**(3) P**(3) P* (2) P* (4)  
Market 
Garden 
 --  --  --  --  --  -- P* (10) 
Recreational 
Use 
 --  --  --  --  --  -- P* (1) 
Conditions:  
*A community center is permitted in a residential zone if they comply with the specific conditions 
associated with the reference number (s) for each use in Clause 10.10.20.100. 
(3) A community center must be operated by, or on behalf of, the City of Toronto. 
 
**The same condition as Note 3, with the additions: 
(3b) Be on a lot with a lot area of 1500 square meters or less, and; 
(3c) Have a front lot line or side lot line abutting a major street shown on the Policy Areas Overlay Map; 
or a street which intersects a major street shown on the Policy Areas Overlap Map, and the lot is located, 
in whole or in part, within a distance of 80 meters from that intersection. 
 
(2) In an RA Zone, a community center or a library must be on a lot that abuts a major street shown on the 
Policy Areas Overlay Map. 
 
District names:  
R – Residential  
RD – Residential Detached  
RS – Residential Semi-Detached  
RT – Residential Townhouse  
RM – Residential Multiple Dwelling  
RA – Residential Apartment  
RAC – Residential Apartment Commercial  
 
Source: City of Toronto Municipal Code and Zoning by-laws 2012, Chapter 10 and 15 
 
Table 2 – Commercial District Use Table 
Use Category Zoning Districts 
CL CR CRE 
Community Center P P P 
Park P P P 
Recreation Use P* (1) P* (1) P*  
Conditions:  
*In a commercial zone, the following uses are permitted if they comply with the specific conditions 
associated with the reference number (s) for each use in Clause 30.20.20.100: 
 
(1) In a CL Zone, all recreation uses must be located within a wholly enclosed building. 
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(1) Conditions in a CR Zone: 
a- The total interior floor area of a recreation use on a lot within 6.1 meters of a lot in a Residential Zone 
category or Residential Apartment Zone category and on a lot which is subject to Development Standard 
Set 1 (SS1) or Development Standard Set 2 (SS2) may not exceed 400 square meters. 
 
District names: 
CL – Commercial Load  
CR – Commercial Residential 
CRE – Commercial Residential Employment 
 
Source: City of Toronto Municipal Code and Zoning by-laws 2012, Chapter 30, 40, 50  
 
 
Table 3 – Industrial District Use Table 
Use Category Zoning Districts 
EL E EH EO 
Park P P  -- P (o) 
Recreation Use P* (1) P  -- P (o) 
Conditions: 
(1) – In an EL Zone, a golf driving range is a permitted recreation use if: 
a. The lot is at least 70 meters from a lot in a residential zone category or residential apartment zone 
category, and; 
b. There is a fence between the use and all lot lines. 
o. These uses are permitted under the letter ‘o’ in the zone label referred to in regulation 60.40.1.10 
(3)(A)(ii). 
 
District names: 
EL – Employment Light Industrial  
E – Employment Industrial  
EH – Employment Heavy Industrial  
EO – Employment Industrial Office  
 
Source: City of Toronto Municipal Code and Zoning by-laws 2012, Chapter 60 
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Appendix B – List of Interview Questions 
 
The following is a list of prepared questions for community leaders and city officials for those cities 
chosen for the case review. The interview was semi-structured to unstructured, so some of the questions 
below may not have been asked and follow-up questions may have added on. 
Interview Questions – Community Leaders 
 
1. Why has your organization been involved in brownfield redevelopment projects and why is it 
important to you?  
2. Can you talk me through the typical process you go through in brownfield conversion projects?  
3. How often does your organization engage the local community? How lengthy is the process of 
community inclusion? 
4. For those projects where you did engage the community, how interactive were the neighborhood 
residents and at what lengths did they contribute? 
5. In neighborhoods where you have had redevelopment projects, have you seen any improvements in 
the neighborhood? Can you please explain?  
6. Has [select organization] ever bought land from the city to protect redevelopment projects? If so, 
were there any financial incentives (such as reduced purchasing fees) or conditions imposed by [select 
city]? How is this approach working? 
7. In your experience, what are the challenges with redevelopment projects? 
8. If there are challenges, how frequently do they arise? In other words, are there any repeat challenges 
in every project? How does your organization typically deal with these challenges? 
 
Interview Questions – City Officials 
1. In your experience, what is the proposed end use of many past redevelopment projects? 
2. In your opinion, how favorable (or not favorable) are green spaces as an end use for redevelopment 
projects that are too small or awkward for a large, mixed-use project? 
3. What is the city’s view on creating more green spaces in urban areas?  
4. Does the city actively partner with the community in converting vacant lots to green spaces? 
5. If so, can you talk me through what a typical partnership entails? Are there any challenges that arise, 
and if so, what are they? 
6. If a parcel of land is not zoned for an open/green space, such as a park, are there ways to streamline 
the process for non-profit groups to create a park in a residential neighborhood?  
7. If yes, what are challenges you have encountered in streamlining these types of projects? Are there 
any challenges, for instance, if a given property is rezoned by the city, yet the local community does 
not want that type of use in the neighborhood? 
 
 
